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Chapter 1

Introduction

This thesis is a contribution to the mathematical field of shape optimization which may be seen as a
sub-discipline of the calculus of variations. We are interested in the study of isoperimetric estimations
relating spectral and geometric shape functionals.

1.1 Notational conventions and definitions

Although the notations used in this manuscript will be properly introduced in due time, we gather
here, for the sake of readability, the most common ones used throughout the chapters.

e Sets and classes of sets:

1. N is the set of non-negative integers, N* is defined as N* = N\{0}.

2. R is the set of real numbers, R* is defined as R* := R\{0}, RT (resp. R7) is the set of
non-negative (resp. non-positive) real numbers, R* (resp. R*) is the set of positive (resp.
negative) real numbers.

3. For any n € N*, R" := {(21,...,2,)| #1,..., 2, € R}.

4. For any n € N*, K™ is the class of convex compact subsets of R™ and K7 is the class of
convex compact subsets of R™ of unit Lebesgue measure.

5. For any n € N*, §" is the class of open bounded simply connected subsets of R™.

6. for any N > 3, Py is the class of convex polygons of at most N sides.

e Shape functionals: Let n € N*.

1. The diameter of a given set 2 C R™ is denoted d(2).

2. The inradius of a given set 2 C R™ (which is the radius largest ball included in 2) is denoted
r(£2).

3. The underlying measure is the Lebesgue measure. For any any Borel set Q C R™, |Q] is the
n-th dimensional Lebesgue measure. It is called volume of €2 or more specifically area of {2
when n = 2.

4. For any any Borel set Q@ C R™, P(£2) denotes the perimeter of De Giorgi of Q2 in R™, see for
example [140]. We note that there are other definitions for the perimeter and that they all
agree for domains with Lipschitz boundary conditions.

5. Let © C R™ be a bounded Borel set. The Cheeger constant of 2 is defined as
P(E
h(Q):=  inf (E)

ECQ |E| -

E measurable



A set Cq C Q for which the infimum is attained is called a Cheeger set of Q.

6. Let Q C R™ be an open subset of R". The first eigenvalue of the Laplace operator with
Dirichlet boundary conditions 2 is defined as follows:

Jo [Vulda

A () = —
1) weH (Q\{0} [ uldx

1.2 Structure of the introduction

This Introduction is structured as follows:

We present the main problems and questions treated in the present thesis in Section We state
and comment our main results in Section and describe the sketches of proofs and the developed
methods. Finally, in Section We present some open problems and possible research projects.

Problem Presentation of the | Main results and | Detailed proofs
problem and main | methods of proofs
questions
Blaschke-Santalé Section M Section M Chapter
diagrams for
(P) h, | : |)
Blaschke-Santalé Section w Section M Chapter E'
diagrams for
(P, A1, I i |)
Blaschke-Santald Sectionlﬁl Sectionlﬁl Section 1 of Chap-
diagram for ter E|
(T’ h, ‘ ) |)
Cheeger’s inequal- | Section m Section m Sections 2 & 3 of
ity for convex sets Chapter |Z|
Numerical  study | Section m Section M Chapter |§|
of convexity con-
straint
Optimal placement | Section M Section M Chapter @
of an obstacle

1.3 Presentation of the problems

Let us first introduce the reader to the subject of shape optimization: let J be a shape functional, that
is an application that takes a set Q2 C R™ (n € N*) as an input and returns a real value J(2) € R. We
would be interested in problems of the form:
inf J(£),
QEFaq

where F,q is a class of admissible shapes. It encodes the constraints of the problem. This can for
example be the class of convex sets or those of unit volume...

Unfortunately, the task of explicitly finding optimal shapes (when they exist) can be very challeng-
ing (or even impossible), thus it is natural and classical to ask the following type of questions when
working on a shape optimization problem:

e Does the problem admit a solution 7

e Can we prove some qualitative results on the optimal set (regularity, symmetries...)?



e Can we prove that a given shape is a local solution for the problem ? (the term local depends
on the choice of topology of the class of domains).

e How can we use numerical simulations to find approximations of the optimal shapes?

We note that each of those questions will be discussed at a certain level in this thesis.

The present thesis is structured in 5 chapters organized in two parts:

Part I: Study of some relevant Blaschke-Santal6é diagrams.
e Chapter 2} Blaschke-Santalé diagrams for the volume, the perimeter and the Cheeger constant.

e Chapter Blaschke-Santalé diagrams for the volume, the perimeter and the first Dirichlet
eigenvalue.

e Chapter [4 On the Cheeger inequality for convex sets.

e Chapter Numerical study of the convexity constraint and application to Blaschke Santald
diagrams.

Part II: Optimal placement of an obstacle.

e Chapter [} Where to place a spherical obstacle so as to maximize the first Steklov eigenvalue ?

1.3.1 Chapters [2] & [3] and Section 1 of Chapter [4 Blaschke-Santalé diagrams
Introduction to Blaschke-Santalé diagrams

In all mathematical fields, it is always interesting and useful to have (sharp) estimates of quantities
(for which it could be difficult or impossible to have an explicit expression) via other functionals (easier
to handle). This is why inequalities relating given shape functionals were extensively studied in the
literature by various mathematical communities.

When studying the inequalities relating some given quantities, a natural question arises:

Can one describe all the possible inequalities relating given shape functionals? in the
sense that there would be no other estimate (involving the considered quantities) which
improves the latter ones.

The first mathematician who raised interest of such questions was Blaschke [28] in 1915. He
considered a compact convex set 2 in R3, with volume |Q|, surface area P(f2), and integral of the
mean curvature M(Q2). He asked for a characterization of the set of all points in R3 of the form
(19, P(22), M(Q)) as Q ranges over the family K3 (where K™ denotes the class of compact convex sets
in R™ for n > 1). Due to scaling arguments, the latter problem is equivalent to the characterization of
the following set of points:

{(P(),M(Q) | |2=1 and Qe K*}.

This set of points is known as the Blaschke diagram. Then, in 1959, L. A. Santalé proposed a related
family of problems involving the following purely geometrical functionals: area |- |, perimeter P,
diameter d, minimal width w, circumradius R and inradius r for the class K2. As in [28], the problem
is to find complete systems of inequalities for any 3 quantities chosen from the ones listed above (this
yields a total of (g) = 20 problems). In his work |163], L.A. Santalé completely solved 6 cases, then
came a series of recent papers [110} 112} 36, (111} |71], where 8 other diagrams are solved, meanwhile,
up to our knowledge the remaining 6 problems remain unsolved. We refer to the introduction of the
very recent paper [71] for a detailed state of the art.

Let us now settle the general framework of the so called Blaschke-Santalo diagrams: we consider
3 homogeneous shape functionals J;, Jo and Js defined on a given class F,q of subsets of R™ for



n € N*. By homogeneous, we mean that there exists oy, as,as € R such that J;(tQ2) = t* J;(Q) for
every t > 0 and Q € F,q and i € {1,2,3}. Tt is possible (due to homogeneity properties) to define the
Blaschke-Santalé diagram associated to the triplet (Jq,Jo, J3) in the class Foq as the following set of
points:

D]‘-ad = {(Jl(Q),JQ(Q)) | Jg(Q) =1 and Q€ fad}-

The ultimate goal is to provide the explicit description of Dg,,. In this case, we say that we
managed to find a complete system of inequalities relating the three functionals Jy, Js and Js on the
class Faq. Unfortunately, the task of finding the diagram may be very difficult or even impossible,
especially when a spectral quantity is involved, see the discussion of Conjecture [4] for example. Here
is a non-exhaustive list of recent works in this framework [11}, |13} {22} |23] [24] |44} |49} 60, 92 138]. Here
are some questions that are classically asked when working on Blaschke-Santalé diagrams:

1. is the diagram closed ? arcwise connected ?

In general, both assertions are true when F,q is given by the class of convex sets of R™. The proof
of this is quite classical and relies on the continuity of the functionals, compactness of convex
sets for the Hausdorff distance (see Blaschke selection Theorem [164]) and the use of Minkowski
sums to construct continuous paths relating points of the diagram. We refer for example to |13,
Theorem 2.2] and 138, Proposition 3.10].

2. Does the diagram contain holes ?

Even though, this seems in general to be false, this might be quite challenging to prove, see for
example [13, Conjecture 1] and [138, Conjecture 2]. In Chapters |2 and [3| we develop a strategy
that allows to tackle this question for the studied diagrams in the case of convex sets. This result
(of simple connectedness) seems up to our knowledge to be the first of its kind when dealing with
diagrams mixing spectral and geometrical quantities on convex sets. In Section [1.4.2] we explain
the main difficulties in this framework (in contrary to the purely geometrical one) and present
the methods we developed to overpass it.

3. Is the diagram convex ? or at least vertically or horizontally convex ?

A diagram is said to be vertically (resp. horizontally) convex, if the segment relating any couple
of points with the same abscissa (resp. ordinate) is included in the diagram.

We note that proving the convexity of a Blaschke-Santalé diagram is a quite challenging question,
see for example [49] where the authors could not establish the convexity of a certain diagram but
proved the vertical and horizontal convexity.

4. Can we give qualitative properties on the boundary of the diagram ?

For example one may be interested in properties such as continuity, monotonicity, differentiability
or convexity of the curves describing the boundary of the diagram, see for example [49] [138].

Another classical problem is to find or at least have estimates on the tangent of the boundary at
some special points (for example the one corresponding to the ball). We refer for instance to [44]
where the authors prove that the boundary of the diagram associated to the triplet (A1, A2, |- |)
(where A1 and Ay are the first and second Dirichlet Laplacian eigenvalues) has a horizontal
tangent at its lowest point corresponding to the union of two disjoint balls of half measure.

5. Can we numerically describe the diagram ? and state new conjectures ?

Numerical simulations may significantly help to have a better understanding of the diagram. It
may be used to state or numerically validate some related conjectures. We refer for example to
Chapter [5] for a description of the different methods we used to study some relevant diagrams.



Study of an example: the (P, |- |,r)-diagram

For a better understanding, let us discuss the purely geometrical diagram of the triplet (P, |- |,r) in
the case of planar convex domains. We recall that this diagram had already been solved by Santald in
[163].
Let us first recall some classical inequalities between the considered quantities. We have for every
Qe K2
PQ) _ P(B)

Q12 = |B|\/2 =24/, (1.1)

where B C R? is the ball of unit volume. This is the famous isoperimetric inequality.
Then, there are the following inequalities, which are direct consequences of the inclusion of the
inscribed ball in Q:

Q] > 7 x r(Q)2, (1.2)

and
P(Q) > 27 x r(Q). (1.3)
All these inequalities are sharp as equality occurs when € is a ball, but, as explained before, the
main question is to know if they form a complete system of inequalities: to do so we study the following
set of points:
D:={(P(Q),|Q) | 7(2) =1 and Qe K?}.

We note that inequalities (1.1]), (1.2) and (1.3) are represented in the diagram as the curves of some
functions that delimit a subregion of R? which contains the diagram D, indeed:

(r,y) €D = 3Q€K? suchthat r(Q) =1, z=P(Q) and y = |9,
2

= ygx—, y>7m and x> 2m.
4
Thus, we get the inclusion:
22
D {1y 0l Ly b0 (o) |02 20,

Figure shows inequalities ([L.1]),(1.2)) and (1.3)) and the domain they describe which contains
D. We note that thanks to this graphical representation, one can easily see that the isoperimetric

inequality (|1.1]) is stronger than ([L.3]). This is one of the reasons that make these diagrams useful and
very interesting to study.

— The isoperimetric inequality f;ﬁ—?), > \11;(\?2

—The inequality |Q| > 7r(Q)2

- - The inequality P(€2) > 27r(f2)

Domain containing the diagram

L . . . . . . . .
5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 18 14
Perimeter

Figure 1.1: A domain containing the Diagram D.



Now that we have a better understanding of the diagram, let us push forward the analysis and give
the explicit description of D. This is done in two steps:

Step 1: Finding the (external) boundary of the diagram D

In general to do so, one has to solve the following shape optimization problems:
inf{|Q] | Q€ K? r(Q)=1 and P(Q) =po},
sup{|Q| | Q€2 r(Q) =1 and P(Q) = po},
inf{P(Q) | QeKk? r(Q) and Q] =ao},
sup{P(Q) | Q€ K2, r(Q) and || = ao},

_, (1.4)
=1

where py € [27,4+00) and ag € |7, +00). As noted by Santald, these problems are solved in [35]: the
first and third are solved by stadiums, while the second and fourth are solved by symmetric 2-cap
bodies, namely the convex hull of a disk of radius 1 and two points lined-up with its center. We then
have the following inequalities:

P()r(Q) <2/, (1.5)

and:
| < 7(2) (P(Q) — ’/TT'(Q)). (1.6)

This shows that the (external) boundary of the diagram D is given by the curves of the functions:

x € [27r,+oo)l—>g and z € [2m,4+00) —> & — 7.

Step 2: Filling the diagram (i.e. showing that it contains no holes)

Once the external boundary is found, it remains to prove that the whole region delimited by this
boundary is in the diagram. As it is explained above, this step could be rather challenging when
dealing with diagrams for which no (or few) information on the extremal sets (those corresponding
to the points on the external boundary) is known. Fortunately, this is not the case for the present
(P,| - |,r) diagram. Indeed, one can use the linearity property of perimeter and inradius for Minkowski
sums and the continuity of the functionals for Hausdorff distance in X2 to construct vertical lines that
connect the upper boundary to the lower one. Let us take K; and K5 two convex sets of inradius 1
and perimeter pg: for every t € [0, 1], we have P(tK; 4+ (1 —t)K2) =t x P(K1)+ (1 —1) x P(K2) = po
and r(tK; + (1 —t)K3) = t x r(K1) + (1 — t) x r(K3) = 1, thus, the vertical and continuous line
{po} x [|K1],|K2]] relating the points corresponding to K; and K3 is included in the diagram D.

Finally, we conclude that:

D={(z,y) |y <z—7}n{(z,y) | y>z/2},

which means that inequalities (1.5)) and (L.6) form a complete system of inequalities of the triplet
(P,|-|,7), see Figure[1.2]

10



w6l ,/ 1| - - The isoperimetric inequality ‘1;(‘?2 > ‘PB(‘?Z
14 , 4 ’ 4
e - - The inequality || > mr()?
12| L7 B
e - - The inequality P(Q) > 27r(2)

Area

— The inequality P(Q)r(Q2) < 2|Q|

The inequality |Q| < r(Q)(P(Q) — 7r(R))

The exact diagram

. . . . . . . .
5 6 7 8 9 10 1" 12 13 14 15
Perimeter

Figure 1.2: The Diagram D and related inequalities.

Another classical representation of the diagrams

At last, we point out that it is classical to represent Blaschke-Santalé diagrams in the square [0,1] x
[0,1]. Tt is done by looking for 2 inequalities such that each one involves only two functionals. These
inequalities allows to define new variables X,Y € [0,1]. In our case, as already mentioned in [163],
this may be done by using inequalities:

P(Q)?

27r(Q2) < P(?) and Q)

2 4,

and then considering the following set of points:

{(217;7(‘5);7(79%) | QEKQ}C[OJ]X[OJ],

Let us denote X = 2;?8) and Y = %, where 2 € K2. Inequalities (I.5) and (I.6) are

respectively equivalent to:

Y>X and Y < X(2-X).
The diagram is then given by Figure

Figure 1.3: The diagram that fits into the unit square [0, 1] x [0, 1].

11



An overview on the main diagrams studied in the present thesis

In the present thesis, we are mainly interested in the study of the following diagrams:
e The diagram of the triplet (P, h,| -|) is studied in Chapter
e The diagram of the triplet (P, A1, |- |) is studied in Chapter
e The diagram of the triplet (v, h, |- |) is studied in Chapter

Let us give more details on the problems and the questions we are interested in.

The diagram (P, h, |- |)

Since the Cheeger constant is defined via the infimum of the ratio between the perimeter and the
area, it seems natural to seek for complete systems of inequalities that relates the latter functionals.
We are then interested in the study of the following sets of points:

D} = {(P(Q),h(Q)) | Q € C and |Q| = 1},

where C is a class of planar measurable sets.
Let us first give some classical and trivial inequalities: if {) is a measurable subset of R? and B a
disk of unit area, we have:

e the isoperimetric inequality:
P() _ P(B)

|Q|1/2 Z |B|1/2 :2\/E7 (17)

e a consequence of the definition of the Cheeger constant

. . P(E) _P(Q)
Q)= inf —= < ——= 1.
MY = 1 TE S T (1.8)
e a Faber-Krahn type inequality:
P(B)

1Q1/2h(2) > [B|Y21(B) — 2y, (L9)

"B

One should note that inequalities (1.8) and (1.9) imply (1.7)) and also define a region in the plane
that contains the diagram, more precisely:

D¢ C {(x,y) | = > h(B), y > P(B) and y < x}.

It is then natural to ask the following questions:

Questions 1. Let C a given class of measurable planar domains (we investigate simply connected
sets, convex sets and convex polygons). Do inequalities and form a complete system of
inequalities for the class C? If not, Can we find a complete system of inequalities for the triplet
(P, h,|-]) in the class C.

We refer to Section for the statement of the related results and sketches of proofs and to
Chapter [2| for detailed demonstrations.
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The diagram (P, Ay, | - |)

Another interesting functional is the first eigenvalue of the Laplace operator with Dirichlet boundary
condition denoted A;. As for the latter example, we are interested in describing sets of points:

DY = {(P(2),\(®) | 2 € C and 0] = 1},

where C is a class of open sets.

Again, we are interested in the inequalities that relates the three functionals: P, |- | and A;. In
addition to the isoperimetric inequality , there is the classical Faber-Krahn inequality that states
that for every open set 2 C R™ (where n > 2), one has:

Q17 A1 (Q) > |B|7 M (B), (1.10)

where B is a ball of unit volume.
The isoperimetric and Faber-Krahn’s inequalities (1.7) and (|1.10) imply that the diagrams Dé‘l are
included in the quadrant [P(B),+00) X [A1(B),+00). This leads to the following question:

Questions 2. Do inequalities (1.7)) and (L.10) provide a complete system of inequalities for the triplet
(P7 A, | : |) ?

Yet, the answer to the latter question depends on the choice of the class of sets C. If the response
is not trivial for general open sets (we refer to the first part of Theorem of the Thesis E[), it is not
difficult to see that for other classes of domains the answer is no. For example, if C is given by the
class of planar bounded convex domains denoted K2, there are other inequalities relating the involved
functions which are sometimes better than and (L.10). Indeed, if we denote K2 the class of planar
convex bodies, we have for any Q € K2:

1. Polya’s inequality [156] (1959)

[

AL(Q) < % (P(m>Q. (1.11)

2. Makai’s inequality [141] (1960):
2 (P(Q))°
Q) > = ( ( )> . (1.12)
3. Payne-Weinberger’s inequality [154] (1961):

19|\ (Q) — |BIA(B) < Ai(B) <ﬁ(?m) - 1) <];(f3| - 1) , (1.13)

where B is a disk of unit area, J; is the Bessel function of the first kind of order one and jy; is
the first zero of the Bessel function of the first kind and of order zero.

These inequalities in addition to ([1.10]) provide a region in the plane (which is strictly included in the
quadrant [P(B),400) x [A1(B),+00)) that contains the diagram D,’\Cg, see Figure
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Figure 1.4: The smallest known domain that contains the diagram (in yellow).

Since, there is no explicit formula for the first Dirichlet eigenvalue, giving an explicit description
of the diagram D,’\Cl2 does not seem to be possible, this is in general the case for diagrams that involve
spectral quantities, this why in this framework one is interested in proving qualitative properties of
the diagrams, see for example . Numerical simulations may be very helpful in
conjecturing some properties of a Blaschke-Santalé diagram. In a first time, let us give a numerical
approximation of Dfélg by generating 10° random convex sets (polygons) of unit area for each we
compute the first Dirichlet eigenvalue and the perimeter. We then obtain the following Figure [I.5]

140

120

=)
S

80

Eigenvalue

60

40

35 4 4.5 5 55 6 6.5 7 75
Perimeter

Figure 1.5: Approximation of the Blaschke-Santalé diagram Dl)%z obtained by generating 10° random
convex polygons.

As one sees in Figure the diagram chg seems to be given by the set of points located between
the curves of two continuous and strictly increasing functions. Thus, it is natural to ask the following
questions:

14



Questions 3. o (Can we prove that D,)élz is exactly given by the set of points contained between the
curves of two continuous and strictly increasing functions? Note that this will in particular
prove the vertical and horizontal convezxities of D,)éé.

e Can we give asymptotic information on the boundary of the diagram ?

We refer to Section for the statement of the related results and sketches of proofs and to
Chapter [3| for more details.

The diagram (r, h, | -|) for planar convex sets

At last, we are interested in describing the inequalities between the inradius, the Cheeger constant
and the area of planar convex sets. Here also, we introduce and study a Blaschke-Santalé diagram:

Dy, = {<T(1m,h(§2)) | Q€ K? and |Q| = 1}.

Again, we denote B a ball of unit area. Let us state the trivial and classical inequalities relating the
involved functionals:

e the Faber-Krahn type inequality:
P(B)

1/2 1/2 _ _
19/2h(@) 2 |BI'/*h(B) = 757 = 2V (1.14)
e an isoperimetric inequality for the inradius:
r(@) _ r(B)
Q7 = (B (1:15)
e a consequence of the inclusion B,y C €2 and the definition of the Cheeger constant:
P(B, 2
h(Q) < Brwy) _ (1.16)

[Bryl ()
where B,(q) is a ball of radius 7(£2) contained in Q.

We note that the choice of defining the diagram via % instead of r is purely done to have a better
readability of the diagram as the quantity % appears in different inequalities, this is for example the
case for . It also allows, by inequalities and , to have a diagram included in the
quadrant [1/r(B),+o0) x [A(B), +00).

Here also, it is natural to ask:

Questions 4. Do inequalities (1.14]) and (1.16) provide a complete system of inequalities of the triplet
(r,h,|-]) in the class K*? If not, can we find the explicit description of the diagram D, ?

We refer to Section for the statement of the related results (see Theorem of the Thesis[4) and
sketches of proofs and to the first section of Chapter |4| for detailed demonstrations.
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1.3.2 Chapter [4: The Cheeger inequality for convex sets

A celebrated inequality proven by Jeff Cheeger in [55] states that, for every bounded domain Q C R™,

with n > 1, one has:

1

4
Recently, Enea Parini remarked in [152] that for planar convex sets the constant 1/4 is not optimal.

He took a shape optimization point of view and studied the functional

M(Q) > Zh(Q)2 (1.17)

Jn(Q) :=

It is important to note that the functional J, is invariant by rigid motions and by dilations (i.e.
Jn(tQ) = J,(Q) for ¢ > 0): this is a consequence of the following homothety properties for the first
Dirichlet eigenvalue and the Cheeger constant:

()

Vt>0, M\ (tQ) = 12

and  h(tQ) = y

The planar case: study of the functional .J,

We summarize the main results of [152] in the following Theorem:
Theorem 1. We have the following bounds:

2 2
9 ™ CA) 7w
vl e K*, 6 < J2(Q) = L < (1.18)

e The upper bound is sharp: every sequence () in K2, such that |Q| =V for some V > 0 and
d(Qy) k—+> +oo, where d(Qy,) is the diameter of Qy,, satisfies
— 400

2
lm  Jo(Q) = %.

k— oo

o Jy admits a minimizer in the class K?. Thus, the lower bound T{—Z is not optimal.

We note that in the original work of E. Parini, the improved Cheeger inequality (J2(2) > 7{—2) is
stated in a large form. Let us quickly show how one can obtain strict inequality: Parini’s proof is
based on the definition of the Cheeger constant and the following classical inequality proved by Hersch
[115):

2

()2

To get the strict inequality, we can use the following Protter’s inequality [158], which is an improved

version of (|1.19):

VQ e K A(Q) > (1.19)

9 w2 1 1

For the denominator, E. Parini uses the following upper bound obtained by taking the inscribed
ball B, as a test set in the variational definition of the Cheeger constant of (2:

. P(E) _ P(Bya) 2
h(€2) := inf < = ,
(©) Bce |E| T |Bya)l r(Q)

this inequality is an equality if and only if €2 is a ball.
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‘We then write:

M) Q) x ()2 w? r)\?\ 72
P = = (h(Q) x 7(92))? 16 (1 " (d(9)> ) 16

We note that even-though the use of Protter’s inequality allows to obtain a strict inequality (and
even a stronger lower bound in term of the diameter and the inrhadius of Q), it is not sufficient to
improve the constant Tlr—;. Indeed, if we take Qj := (0,k) x (0,2) for & € N\{0, 1}, we have d() > k
and r(Qx) = 1. In this case, the correcting term goes to 0:

T(Qk) 1

<- — 0.

0< d(Q) = k k—+oo

Thus, we cannot expect to obtain a better constant than ’{—2 with these estimates.

It is natural to try to find (or at least conjecture) the optimal lower bound éni]?z J2(2) or have
€
more information on the minimizer Q* (i.e. any set Q* € K2 such that 511%12 J2(Q2) = J2(2%)).
€

In [152], the author gives some optimality conditions that a set should satisfy to be a minimizer
and conjectures that it is given by squares (we recall that J is scaling invariant). In this case, the
optimal lower bound would be:

272
Jo((0,1)?) = ———— ~ 1.387...
2(( ) ) (2 4 ﬁ)Q

As far as we know, this conjecture was supported by the fact that the square (numerically) seems
to realise the lowest value of Jy between all regular polygons, it also the best between rectangles. It is
then natural to ask the following question which is studied in Chapter [B}

Questions 5. Can we provide more numerical evidence to validate Parini’s conjecture that states that
the squares manimize the functional Jo between planar convex sets ?

We note that it is quite unusual for the minimizer to be “singular” in shape optimization, which
seems to be the case for the problem of minimizing J over planar convex domains as the minimizer
seems to be a square. The phenomena of apparition of singular optimal sets (more precisely polygons)
when imposing convexity constraint was observed in quite different fields [62,|129]. Then came a series
of works by A. Novruzi, J. Lamboley and M. Pierre who extensively studied the convexity constraint
and determined some "concavity” conditions on the functionals, which, once satisfied, ensure that the
optimal set would be polygonal, we refer to [131},|134] (see also the work of C. Bianchini and A. Henrot
[25] for the complete resolution of a purely geometrical shape optimization problem under convexity
constraint).

Before getting back to the Cheeger inequality and stating the related questions theoretically studied
in this thesis, let us give a beautiful and quite eloquent analogy that would help us heuristically under-
stand why polygons may appear when imposing convexity constraint: in finite dimension optimization,
it is quite common to minimize a given convex function on a compact subset (constraints) of R™, where
n > 1, but what happens if we assume the function to be concave? It is clear that in this case the
solution of the minimization problem will be on the boundary of the compact subset and thus saturates
the constraints. In the same spirit, if we assume our shape depending functional to be "concave” in a
certain sense and minimize it under convexity constraint (over the set of convex domains) the solution
should logically ”saturate” the convexity constraint in the sense that its boundary tends to have flat
parts.

Questions 6. Can we find a better lower bound for Qinlg2 J2(Q2) than the 71“—2 obtained in Theorem ?
€
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We refer to Section for the statement of the related results (see Theorem of the Thesis [3) and
sketches of proofs and Section [4.3] of Chapter [ for detailed demonstrations.

On higher dimensions

It is natural to seek for generalizations of Theorem [l] in higher dimensions. We distinguish two main
reseach directions:

1. Finding upper and lower bounds for the functional J,.

A natural and first strategy to attack the first point is to look for generalizations of the arguments
used by Parini in the planar case. By doing so, L. Brasco recently remarked that the upper
bound holds for any dimensions |40, Remark 1.1.]. Similarly, for the lower bound, we remark
that Hersch’s inequality holds for higher dimensions (see [158, Theorem 2]). We then use
the same strategy of Parini (detailed in the last paragraph) and obtain the following lower bound:

vQe K",  J.(Q)>-—
which improves the original constant % given by J. Cheeger only for n € {2,3}. In this case, we

have:

2 2
VK2 J(Q) > % ~0.616... and VQeK®, J3(Q) > g—ﬁ ~ 0.274...

2. Proving the existence of a minimizer of J,, in the class £".

The proof of [152] for the planar case follows the classical method of calculus of variations: the

author proves that any minimizing sequence (£2;) of planar convex sets cannot collapse to a

segment: indeed, if it was the case the author proves that (J2(£2) converges to ”72 which is
strictly higher than Jg((O7 1)2) and thus cannot be a minimizing sequence. In his paper [152],
the author used explicit values of the Cheeger constant of triangles and noted (see [152, Section
6]) that such results are lacking in higher dimensions which makes the problem more challenging

in this case.

In the present thesis, we study the following question:

Questions 7. Can we prove the existence of a minimizer of J,, in the class K™ ?

We refer to Section for the statement of the related results (see Theorem of the Thesis [5)
and to Section [£.4] of Chapter [ for detailed demonstrations.

In Subsection we state the related results, explain the main challenges behind the latter
questions and present the ideas and methods developed in order to overcome these difficulties. The
details of the proofs may be found in Chapter [

1.3.3 Chapter Numerical study of the convexity constraint and application to
Blaschke-Santalé diagrams

Parametrization of shape optimization problems

As highlighted in the beginning of Section the task of theoretically finding an optimal shape (when
it exists) may be very challenging or even impossible, this motivates to develop numerical methods
of shape optimization. This numerical framework is very interesting as it has various applications in
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different fields, see for example [4}, 5] for industrial examples and [31} [34] for more theoretical ones. In
the present thesis, we focus on numerical simulations related to spectral geometry.

When aiming to numerically solve a shape optimization problem, the first step is to understand the
situation and the related constraints in order to choose a suitable parametrization of the considered
shapes so as to reduce the optimization problem to a finite dimensional one in order to be able to
use common methods and software developed for finite dimensional optimization: this is known as
parametric shape optimization.

Mathematically, if we want to solve the following shape optimization problem:

inf J(Q 1.21
QlenfadJ( ), (1.21)

where J : Q € Faq — J(2) € R is a given shape functional and F,q is a class of sets in R? or
R? defining the constraints or the problem (for example F,q could be the class of planar convex sets
of unit area). The idea is to choose an efficient (approximated) description of the set Q via a finite
number of parameters (p1, ..., pny). We then consider the function

j:(p1,..sDN) € RN — Jp1, .., pN) = J(Q).

The constraints encoded in F,q would be given by inequalities and/or equalities on (p1,...,pn).
Problem (1.21)) is then approximated by the following finite dimensional optimization problem:

inf  j(p1,...,pN),
P1,---sPN

Vke[1,L], Ci(pi,....pn) <0,
Vk € [1, L], C:‘l(ph e pN) =0,

where C, and C}? are real functions associated to the constraints.

An example: the isoperimetric inequality for triangles

For a better understanding, let us develop an example. Assume that we want to solve the isoperimetric
problem for triangles, which is to look for the triangle that minimizes the perimeter between triangles
of the same area Vy ? (The answer is well known: as expected, it is the regular one). Our problem
could be written as in :
inf P(Q),
QeTy,

where Ty, is the class of triangles of area V. A natural parametrization of this problem would be via
the coordinates of the vertices of the triangles, then each triangle Q := A1 A5 A3 will be corresponding
to the parameters (z1, T2, 3, Y1, Y2, y3), where (x;, yi)ie{l,gyg} are the coordinates of A;. The problem
is then equivalent to the following one:

( iIlf)eRG V@ —22)2+ (y1 — y2)2 + /(22 — 23)2 + (y2 — y3)2 + /(23 — 21)2 + (y3 — v1)2,
T1,-+--,Y3

L |(z1y2 — moyn) + (w2ys — z3y2) + (z3y1 — z3y1)| = Vo.

This problem can then be solved by any optimization solver and one will obtain the coordinates of a
regular triangle.

An important tool: shape derivation

We note that to have accurate results it is highly recommended (if not to say mandatory) to have good
approximations of the gradients of the objective function and the constraints. Being time-consuming
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and less efficient, the finite difference approximation is in general not suitable in the framework of
shape optimization, especially when dealing with functionals depending on solutions of PDEs. This is
one of the motivations behind the extensive study of the so called shape derivation, which is a notion of
differentiation of a given shape depending functional. We recall that the term shape derivative usually
refers either to Eulerian semiderivatives, using the speed method to define domain perturbations, see
for example [67, Chapter 9], or to Fréchet derivatives, obtained using the method of perturbation of
identity, see for example [108, Chapter 5]. It is well-known that they yield the same expression for the
first order derivative, but different expressions for second order derivatives.

Throughout the following thesis the term directional shape derivative will correspond to the fol-
lowing notion:

Definition 1. let us take a shape depending functional J : Q@ C R® — R, where n > 2, and let V :
R™ — R™ a perturbation vector field. Let @ C R™, we denote 2y := (I +tV)(Q) where I : x € R" —
is the identity map and t a sufficiently small positive number. We say that the functional J admits

J(Q)—J(Q)
t

a directional shape derivative at § in the direction V if the following limit 1im+ exists. In
t—0

this case we denote:

J(E) — J ()
The importance given to the study of shape derivatives comes from the variety of their applications,
we state for instance:

e Showing that a certain shape is a critical point for a shape optimization problem by proving
that the first order shape derivative vanishes. In this case one could go further and study the
coercivity of the second order shape derivative in order to prove that the latter critical shape is
a local minimum of maximum of the functional, see for example 33} [159].

e Showing some quantitative inequalities and stability results, see for example [63, |41} |143].

e Numerical simulation of optimal shapes. Indeed, having an explicit formula of the shape deriva-
tive allows to get an efficient estimate of the shape gradient with less numerical costs.

When dealing with shape derivatives, two natural and main questions arise:

1. Do shape derivatives of a given functional exist ? If yes, then how can we compute it ?

A classical tool to show differentiability is the implicit functions Theorem, but it does not give
a formula of the derivative, for example as explained in [106, Chapter 5] one may show without
assuming any regularity assumption on the shape that the perimeter is differentiable (as a shape
functional) at any order, but cannot write down formulae of the derivatives (unless more regularity
is assumed).

If we want to sum up, there are up to our knowledge 3 ways of computing shape derivatives:

(a) by direct differentiation if we have an explicit formula of the functional, which is the case
of the volume for example, as one can see in the example developed below.

(b) By differentiating a variational formulation as it is classically done to compute shape deriva-
tives of Dirichlet energy or first Dirichlet eigenvalue Ay (see for example [106, Chapter 5]).

(¢) By using classical techniques developed for differentiation of functions defined as infima,
namely Danskin’s Theorem [65] which allows to show the existence and compute first order
directional derivatives of such functions. This allows to prove that a functional defined as
infimum (or supremum) of a certain quantity over some given space admits a first order
directional shape derivative and also to derive a formula. For examples, we refer to [139)
where the authors use similar approach for first Dirichlet eigenvalue of p-Laplace operator
and [153] for the Cheeger constant.
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2. Are there different expressions for shape derivatives ?

It is common to express shape derivatives as integrals on the domain or (if possible) its boundary.
Indeed, it is natural to expect that the variation of the functional could be quantified by the
variation of the boundary of the domain along its normal directions. These type of results are
called ”Structure theorems for shape derivatives”, they have been studied in detail for smooth
domains, see for example |146], and are challenging in non-smooth settings, see for example [86,
85}, 187, |135].

The main purpose behind the introduction of shape derivatives in this thesis is to apply them in
numerical shape optimization. We ask the following question:

Questions 8. How can we compute the directional shape derivatives of the diameter and the Cheeger
constant and use them in numerical simulations?

We refer to Theorems [19| and [20] of Chapter [5| for the corresponding results.

Convexity constraint

Let us now talk about the principal geometrical constraint treated in in this thesis: it is the convexity
constraint. As explained above in the beginning of Section [I.3] the convexity constraint allows in
general to have the existence of a solution of shape optimization problems and also may be very
captivating since the optimal domain could be singular (polygonal for example, see [134]), which is not
very common in shape optimization and seems to be very challenging to study from a numerical point
of view, see Chapter

One classical problem in spectral geometry is to find the domain that minimizes (or maximizes) a
certain eigenvalue of a differential operator, for example the Laplacian, which was extensively studied
in the last century and continues nowadays to interest various communities. One early result in
this direction was (independently) obtained by Faber [78] and Krahn [126], who show that the set
minimizing the first Dirichlet eigenvalue A; among domains of given volume is the ball. As for the
second one it was proved that the minimum is attained by the union of any two disjoint balls of half
volume, see |155][117 [126].

In 1973, Troesch performed some numerical simulations and remarked that if one add convexity
constraint to the problem of minimizing Ay among planar sets of given area, the solution seems to be
a stadium (ie. the convex hull of two balls). This conjecture was refuted in 2002 by A. Henrot and E.
Oudet [107] who proved that the boundary of the optimal domains cannot contain circular arcs, which
excludes stadiums, but proved that it contains two segments as supported by numerical evidence.

At last, here is a non-exhaustive list of works where authors obtain numerical results of shape
optimization problems under convexity constraint:

e Maximizing Steklov eigenvalues under area constraint [32].

e Minimization of Dirichlet eigenvalues with constant width constraint [33].
e Numerical approximation of optimal convex shapes [19].

e Using the support function to parametrize convex sets |20} [12§]

The questions we are interested in in the present thesis are the following
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Questions 9. e How is the convexity constraint classically handled in the literature? can we pro-
vide some original methods?

o What are the advantages and disadvantages of each method ?

e How to use numerical simulations to have a quite optimal and satisfying numerical description
of Blaschke-Santalo diagrams involving the first Dirichlet eigenvalue, the perimeter, the area
and the diameter?

In Subsection [1.4.4] we describe the different numerical approaches used in this thesis and present
some numerical results. For more information and numerical results, we refer to Chapter

1.3.4 Chapter 5: Where to place a spherical obstacle so as to maximize the first
Steklov eigenvalue ?

Up to this point a major interest was given to the study of shape optimization among convex sets. In
the last part of the thesis, we study different kind of problems: we look for the sets that optimize certain
functionals between multiply-connected domains (that contain holes) or in particular doubly-connected
sets (that contain one simply connected hole). One can consider several extremum problems, letting
the boundary conditions vary on the outer boundary and/or the hole. Most of the known results were
obtained in the sixties by Payne, Weinberger and Hersch, see [114) [154]. Let us recall some classical
results.

Maximizing the first Dirichlet-Neumann eigenvalue

Let Or,, 4 be the class of doubly-connected planar domains €2 of area A > 0 with outer boundary
Ty of length Lo > 0 and inner boundary 7. We denote by A}" the first eigenvalue of the following
mixed problem:

—Au=A"(Q)u onQ,

u=0 on I'g,
%ZO on 7.

Theorem 2. (Payne-Weinberger [154)])
The annular ring (with concentric circles) mazimizes AY* in the class OF 4.

The proof relies on the construction of relevant test functions that one can plug into the variational
characterization of the eigenvalue, we refer to [106 Section 3.5] for a survey on the topic and some
detailed proofs. The latter idea is then adapted to other situations: for example if one denotes O4 1,
the class of doubly-connected planar domains €2 of area A > 0 with inner boundary I'; of length Ly > 0
and outer boundary 7, Hersch proved in [114] that here also the annular ring (with concentric circles)
maximizes A! the first eigenvalue of the following mixed problem:

—Au = AYQ)u on 9,
g—x =0 on 7,
u=20 on I'q.

For similar results for several holes, we refer to [150] for some recent generalisations to the case of
the p—Laplace operator. As far as we know the latter problems are still open in higher dimensions.
On the pure Dirichlet boundary condition

One interesting case that has been widely studied is when we take Dirichlet boundary condition
on both the outer and inner boundaries. A first result in this framework was obtained by Hersch, it is
stated as follows:
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Theorem 3. (Hersch [114)])
Let O? be the class of doubly-connected planar domains Q0 of area A satisfying:

e the outer boundary has length Ly > 0,
e the inner boundary has length L1 > 0,
° Lg — L% =47 A.

Then, the annular ring (with concentric circles) mazimizes the first Dirichlet eigenvalue A1 in the class

O2.

The proof relies on a result of H. Weinberger [173], that states that we can find a closed curve ~
“between” 'y and I'y such that the first eigenfunction u; of Q) satisfies:

% =0 on~.
Then, the author considers the doubly connected sets €2y and €2y respectively delimited by 'y and ~
one hand and by v and I’y on the other, he remarks that A1 (Q) = A\}¥(Q0) = A(Q1) and then applies
the latter results to write:
A (Q) < min(APY(Ro), A} (R1)),

where Ry (resp. Rj) is the annular ring whose inner (resp. external) boundary’s length is equal to Lg
(resp. L;) and such that |Rg| = |Q0| and |R;| = |21]. This brings the problem to the comparison of
eigenvalues of annular rings (for which one has explicit expressions).

The case of spherical obstacles

Theorem (3| implies, in particular, that for doubly connected domains of the form Bj\Bs where By
and Bs are two disks such that By C Bj, the first Dirichlet eigenvalue is maximal when the disks are
concentric. Later, this result was simultaneously extended to higher dimensions by M. Ashbaugh and
T. Chatelain in a private communication, E. Harrell, P. Kroger and K. Kurata in [105] and R. Kesavan
in [123]. Actually, the generalization of [105] is given in the following way:

Theorem 4. Let Q be a convex domain in R™ (n > 2) and B a ball contained in Q. Assume that § is
symmetric with respect to some hyperplane H. We are interested in the position of B which mazimizes
or minimizes the first Dirichlet eigenvalue A1 (Q\B). Then:

e at the minimizing position B touches the boundary of €0,
e at the maximizing position B is centered on H.

The proof relies on the judicious use of shape derivative, reflection arguments and the maximum
principle that allow to prove a certain monotonicity result which is mainly that the eigenvalue decreases
as the spherical obstacle approaches the boundary of €.

After, came a series of works treating the case of spherical obstacles for different boundary condi-
tions, we cite for example [8] |57} |73, 75l |172].

Steklov boundary condition

Very recently, there has been a grown interest for the so-called Steklov boundary condition which
denotes a situation where the eigenvalue is defined in the equation on the boundary: let Q C R", be a
bounded, open set with Lipschitz boundary. The Steklov eigenvalue problem for the Laplace operator
corresponds to the following system:

{AuzO in Q,

ou

S =0u on onN. (1.22)
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It is well-know that the Steklov spectrum is discrete as long as the trace operator H(Q2) — L2(99) is
compact, which is the case when the domain has Lipschitz boundary; in other words, in our framework
the values of ¢ for which the problem admits non-trivial solutions form an increasing sequence
of eigenvalues 0 = 0¢(Q2) < 01(2) < 02(Q) < -+ 7 400, known as the Steklov spectrum of .

Up to our knowledge, problems of optimal placement of obstacles in the framework of pure Steklov
boundary conditions have not been extensively studied (at least as it was the case for other boundary
conditions problems) and yet much problems remain unsolved.

Finally, before stating the main question tackled in this thesis, let us point out some recent results
in the case of mixed Dirichlet-Steklov boundary conditions: we are interested in the first eigenvalue of
the problem:

Au=0 in Q\K,

u=0 on 0K, (1.23)
g—z =7u on 0L,

where 2 C R™ and K is a simply connected open set contained in §2.

Up to our knowledge, this specific problem was considered for the first time by Hersch and Payne
in 1968 [116], where the authors use conformal mapping to provide an upper estimate of the first
eigenvalue of problem in the case of planar doubly connected domains. Recently, S. Verma and
G. Santhanam [172] proved that in the particular case when both  and K are balls, the eigenvalue 7
is maximal when in the concentric case (this result was proved for dimensions n > 3 and is extended
to the planar case (n = 2) in the present thesis, see Theorem . This result was then extended from
Euclidean spaces to two-point homogeneous spaces by D.H. Seo [165]. Furthermore, in their very recent
paper [149], G. Paoli, R. Piscitelli, and R. Sannipoli proved that the spherical shell locally maximizes
the first eigenvalue among nearly spherical sets when both the internal ball and the volume are fixed.

To the best of our knowledge, results as those stated above have not been proven yet for the pure
Steklov case which also seems very challenging as classical techniques (as the maximum principle and
reflection arguments) cannot be used, we also note that the eigenfunctions corresponding to the first
non-trivial eigenvalue of the spherical shell (the case of concentric balls) are not radial functions which
complicates the computations and make it difficult to use them to construct suitable test functions.

In this thesis we provide an answer to the following questions:

Questions 10. o Where to place a spherical obstacle inside a given ball so as to mazximize its first
non-trivial (pure) Steklov eigenvalue ?

e Can we provide an alternative proof of [172, Theorem 1] that does not rely on MATHEMATICA
? and can we extend the result to the planar case ?

In Subsection we state the related results and describe the ideas and methods used in the
proofs, we note that our approach allows to give an alternative and simpler proof to [172, Theorem 1].
For more information and detailed demonstrations, we refer to Chapter [6}

1.4 Main contributions and methods of the Thesis

1.4.1 Contributions of Chapter 1: Blaschke-Santalé diagrams for volume, perimeter
and Cheeger constant.

Main results

As explained in Paragraph we are interested in describing all possible inequalities relating the
perimeter, the area and the Cheeger constant for different classes of planar sets: we mainly consider

the class S? of simply connected sets, the class K2 of convex sets and the class Py of convex polygons
of at most IV sides.
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All in all, in Theorem of the Thesis [1] we provide complete descriptions of the diagrams:
D = {(P(Q),h(Q) | Q€ 8% and [Q] =1}, Do := {(P(Q),h(Q)) | 2 € K? and |Q| = 1}

and
Dy = {(P), A(@)) | 2 € Py and [0 = 1},

when N € {3}U{2k | k > 2} and provide an advanced description of the boundary of D}, when N > 5
is odd.

Theorem of the Thesis 1. (P, h, |- |)-diagrams.
We denote by B a ball of unit area in R? and Ry the reqular polygon of N sides and unit area.

1. We denote by Dgg the diagram in the case of simply connected sets of R?, we have:
Dg. = {(P(B), P(B)}U{(z,y) | +>P(B) and P(B)<y<u}.

2. We denote by D,’ég the diagram in the case of convex domains of R%, we have:
1
D;’é;::{(x,y) | > P(B) and 2w+ﬁ<y<x}.

3. Let us now state results on Blaschke-Santalo diagrams for Pn: we distinguish the following

cases:

(a) if N =3, we have
D3 = {(z,z/2+v7)| 2= P(Rs)}

(b) if N is even, then
DY ={(z,y) | # > P(Ry) and 2/2+ 7 <y < fn(z)},

z++/x24+4(r—N tan &
NGz )

where fn : x € [P(Ry), +00) 3
(c) if N > 5 is odd, we provide a qualitative description of the boundary of the diagram Dy :

o The lower boundary is given by the half line:
{(z,y) | * > P(Ry) and y = z/2 + \/7},

which is included in the diagram Dy .
e The upper boundary is given by the curve:

{(z,y) | + > P(RN) and y = gn ()},

which s also included in the diagram Dy, where gy s a continuous and strictly
increasing function such that gy < fn on [P(RN),—i—oo). Moreover, there exists
en > by > P(Ry) such that gnv = fy on [P(Rn),bn] and gy < fn on [CN,—I—oo).

25



h ; ; ; ; ; ; : : h ; ; ; ; : : :
42 | — — Inequality \/|QR(2) > \/|B|h(B) 42 | —— Inequality h(Q) > Pm);ﬂn/\mm
il Inequality h(£2) < P‘X(fi‘l) il = Inequality h(Q) < %
4 4t
39r 3ot
38 381 1
37y 37t B
361 a6l |
35t , , , , , , , , , L4 , , , , , , ,
35 36 37 38 39 4 41 42 43 44 P 36 37 38 39 4 4.1 w2 P
Diagram of simply connected sets Dgz Diagram of convex sets D,’ég
521 — — Inequality Q) > P(“);vﬂ‘“m\ 4151 ® Random convex pentagons L7 i
—N ical bound:
51| = = Tnequality [QV2h(Q) < £ (‘};z(‘?l) il umerical upper boundary - -, |
i P < Inequality h(£2) > PE)+/ari .
= = Inequality h(Q) < =g 405 a0 e
48+ — — Inequality h(Q) < % P
4l
a8 3.95
44 39
385
a2}
38l P
4 . 7’
375 7’
v '
4
381 a7l
2
d 365 . . . . . . . . 4
4 42 44 46 48 5 5.2 54 P 375 38 38 89 395 4 405 41 415 42 P
Diagram of quadrilaterals DF Numerical approximation of the diagram of pentagons D2

Figure 1.6: Hlustrations of the diagrams studied in Theorem of the Thesis

Some comments on the results of Theorem of the Thesis [l

e In the first assertion of Theorem of the Thesis we prove that inequalities and provide
a complete system of inequalities for the class S2. Meanwhile, we show in the second assertion
that this is no longer the case for convex sets for which inequalities and the following new
one:

P(Q) + /47|

2|9 ’

are shown to realise a complete system of inequalities. We note (as explained in Chapter [2] (see
Section and also in Remark 32]) that inequality was already known for Cheeger
regular polygons (those whose all sides touch their Cheeger set), but as far as we know the result
was not known for arbitrary planar convex sets (neither general convex polygons).

vQ e K2 h(Q) > (1.24)

e We note that in the proof of the case of simply connected sets relies on the characterization of
the diagram of convex sets given in the second assertion, but we chose to present the result in
this order for a more coherent presentation.
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e In the case of convex polygons, we prove and use an improved version of inequality (1.8]) in the

class Py:

P(Q) +/P()? +4(r — N tan [0
Y= 0] |

which, in addition to (|1.24]), provide a complete system of inequalities for the class Py only when
N > 4 is even. Indeed, when N is odd, we prove that the curve

VQ e Py, h( (1.25)

x+\/x2+4(7r—Ntan17\})}
2 )

{(:c,y) | x> P(Ry) and y =

which corresponds to inequality (1.25]), does not match with the upper boundary of the diagram
Dn.

As it is explained in the sketches of proofs, the method used to treat the cases of convex sets
(diagram D§2) and convex N-gons (diagrams Dy), when N is even, tightly relies on the fact
that we are able (in the present cases) to find explicit extremal domains (that corresponds to the
points on the boundary). Unfortunately, when N > 5 is odd, the problem of finding the upper
domains seems to be very challenging as we do not have uniqueness of the solutions and we do
not dispose of an explicit formula of the Cheeger constant when the polygons are not Cheeger
regular: we note that numerical simulations suggest that for higher values of pg, solutions of
problems
max{h(Q) | Q € Py, P()=po and |Q]=1}

are not Cheeger regular.

Sketches of proofs and methods

As stated in the comments above, the proof of the first assertion relies on the second one, we then
begin by giving the elements of proof for the class of convex sets then we explain how to solve the case
of simply connected sets, the case of convex polygons is developed in the last part.

The second assertion: the case of convex sets

We first give the sketch of proof of inequality (|1.24)), then we present the strategy used to give the
description of leég.

Sketch of proof of inequality (|1.24)):

The proof is done in three steps:

1.

As mentioned in [50, Remark 32], in the case of Cheeger regular polygons (those whose all
sides touch their Cheeger set), the inequality is a direct consequence of the explicit formula of
the Cheeger constant given in [122] and the isoperimetric inequality on polygons (see [147] for
example).

. For general polygons, we prove that if a polygon €2 is not Cheeger regular, one can judiciously

move its sides in such a way to obtain a Cheeger regular polygon € satisfying

B(Q) = h(S), P(Q)>P©Q) and |9] <[,

+
vV

+ =

19| 2100 /19| 2|9

Lo P@HarlOl p@) PO w _ PO)+ /A0
2|9 '



3. Once proven for polygons, one easily extend inequality (|1.24]) to arbitrary convex sets by density
of polygons in the class of convex sets and continuity of the involved functionals functionals for
Hausdorff distance.

Characterization of the diagram D,’%Z:

The proof is done in 3 steps schematized in Figure [I.8}

e Step 1: By inequalities ((1.24) and h(f2) < %, we have the following inclusion:

1
’D,}ézc{(%y) | z>P(B) and 2x+ﬁ<y<x}.

e Step 2: We then prove that the half lines {(z,z) | x > P(B)} and {(z,z/2+ /7)) | * > P(B)}
are included in the diagram D,’éz, as they respectively could be filled by continuous families of
stadiums and tear shaped sets that are domains given by convex hulls of the ball B and a point
outside it which continuously moves away from it, see Figure

Figure 1.7: Tear shaped domain and stadium.

e Step 3: The last step is to fill the diagram. We want to do as for the diagram of (P, r, |-|) developed
in Section by introducing continuous paths (defined via Minkowski sums) that connect the
upper boundary to the lower one. Unfortunately, in our case the paths are not given by straight
lines and we do not have explicit description of them, but we do know that the domains in the
extremities of those paths continuously vary, this allows to show a certain "uniform continuity”
of the paths which permits to use the continuity of the index (winding number) of closed curves
to show that we fill the whole zone located between the upper and lower boundaries.

The first assertion: the case of simply connected sets

We denote
D' :={(P(B),P(B))} U{(z,y) | # > P(B) and P(B) <y < z}.

We want to prove that Dl}é2 = D’. By using inequalities and and the fact that K2 C 82, we
have the following inclusions:
Dr, c Dh, C D

It remains to prove the inclusion D'\ Djt, C D%,, which means to prove that for every (z,y) € D'\Dp.,
we are able to find Q € S? of unit area such that z = P(Q2) and y = h(2). This is done by considering
a “tailed” version L’ (see Figure of the tear shaped set L of unit area that corresponds to the
point (2(y — /7). y) (which lays on the lower boundary of D). Indeed, for such domains the Cheeger
constant is constant while the perimeter continuously grows to infinity as the tail is elongated.

28



A hi
/
/
/
/
/
/ -
/ - -
el
P P
Step 1: The diagram is included Step 2: The boundary of the yellow region
in the yellow region. is included in the diagram.
h

A

P

Step 3: The yellow region is filled by continuous

paths that connect the upper boundary to the lower one.

Figure 1.8: Illustration of the steps of proof in the convex case.

Figure 1.9: Tailed domain.

The third assertion: the case of convex polygons

The case N = 3 follows from the fact that if 2 is a triangle, then: h(Q) = PO Ly x|

210
From now on we take N > 4. We first give the sketch of proof of inequality ([L1.25) which improves
inequality h(Q2) < % for convex N-gons, then present the ideas of demonstrations of the stated

results on the diagrams Dy.
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Sketch of proof of inequality (|1.25)):

The proof is done in two steps:

1. first, we recall (see [122] Proposition 4]) that if a polygon 2 is Cheeger regular, then its Cheeger
constant is given by

o P(9) +/P(Q)2 = 4(T(2) — 7)|2)

and «; are the inner angles of the polygon (2.

(=3

where T(Q) := > —=;

_1
— tan
%

It is natural to wonder about what happens if we drop the assumption of Cheeger regularity: we
are able to prove that in this case one has only an inequality:

0 < P(Q) +/P()2 — 4(T(9) — 7)|2)

(1.26)

with equality if and only if €2 is Cheeger regular. The proof is based on a nice idea consisting of
using an estimate of the areas of the inner sets Q_; := {x € Q | d(x,9Q) > t} to have an upper
or lower bound of the Cheeger constant h(€2) which is the inverse of the solution of the equation
|Q2_y| = 7t? on the interval [0,r(Q)).

2. Then we conclude by using the following inequality which holds for convex N-gons:
7r
Ntan — < T(Q
an N — ( )?

where equality occurs if and only if the polygon €2 has N sides and its angles are equal.

When N is even:

In this case, we are able to find continuous families of N-gons that fill the upper and lower bound-
aries of Dy (respectively corresponding to the curves {(z, fx(z)) | « > P(Ry)} and {(z,z/2 +
V) | x > P(Ry)}). We then fill the diagram as for the case of convex sets by constructing continuous
paths connecting the upper domains to the lower ones. We should note that one could no longer use
Minkowski sums as they increase the number of sides, we construct the continuous paths by moving
the vertices.

When N in odd:

The techniques used to prove that the upper bound is given by the curve of a continuous and

strictly increasing function are quite similar to those used in the study of the boundary of the diagram
D,ACIQ, we then refer to Section for more details and to Chapterfor the proofs.

1.4.2 Contributions of Chapter 2: Blaschke-Santalé diagram for volume, perimeter
and first Dirichlet eigenvalue

As explained in Paragraph we are interested in describing all possible inequalities relating the
perimeter, the area and the first Dirichlet eigenvalue for the class of open subsets of R™, where n > 2,
and the class of planar convex sets. This leads to the study of the following Blaschke-Santal6 diagrams:

Dy = {(P(2), () | Q€ 0™ and || =1} and Db = {(P(Q),h(Q)) | Q € K and [Q| = 1}

In Theorem of the Thesis [2] we give a complete description of the diagram for open sets in any
dimension, and provide an advanced description in the case of planar convex sets.

Let us note that in the planar convex case, contrary to the triplet (P, h, |-|) treated in Chapter we
do not expect to give a complete description of the extremal domains (those laying on the boundary):

30



indeed, by numerical simulations we conjecture that the regular polygons are located on the lower
boundary of the diagram. We show in Chapter [3| (see the discussion of the Conjecture [4] of Chapter [3))
that the latter assertion is stronger (in the case of convex polygons) than a famous and open Conjecture
due to Polya which states that the regular polygon minimizes the first Dirichlet eigenvalue between
polygons with given measure and number of sides. Thus, the latter strategy of using the extremal
domains to construct continuous paths that connect the upper and lower boundaries cannot be used.
Fortunately, we managed to give a quite advanced description of the diagram and its boundary by only
using few information on the involved functionals. We also note that the methods developed in this
framework could be applied for other functionals and thus allow to give similar qualitative results for
other diagrams (see Chapter [5)).

Theorem of the Thesis 2. (P, A1, | - |)-diagrams.

1. Let O™ be the class of C*° open sets in R™, with n > 2, we have:
DY, = ((P(B), +00) x (M(B), +00) ) U{(P(B), \i(B))}

where B is a ball of volume 1. This shows that in the case of C*> open sets, the only inequalities
relating the three quantities P, A1 and | - | are the isoperimetric % > #B)l and Faber-
)= |B|

Krahn's |Q|™/2X1(Q) > |B|"/?\1(B) inequalities.

2. As for planar convex sets, we show that there exist two functions f : [xg,+0o0) — R and
g : [z, +00) = R (where xg := P(B)), such that

(a) the diagram Dfelz is made of all points in R? lying between the graphs of f and g, more

precisely:
D ={(ry) €R% 2220 and [(x) <y < g(o)}, (1.27)

(b) functions f and g are continuous and strictly increasing, this, combined with the (3.3
imply that the diagram D,élz 1s horizontally and vertically convex.

(¢c) For every x > xq, let Q € K? such that |Q] =1 and A\ (Q) = z, then
o if P(Q) = g(x), then Q is C*1,
o if P(Q) = f(x), then Q is a polygon.

(d) f'(zo) =0 and limsupZ&=9Eo) > )‘1\(/@ ()‘1;3) - 2).

T—xo — 3y
Tr—xq
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Figure 1.10: The diagram of open sets on the left and the diagram of convex sets on the right.
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Sketches of proofs and methods

Let us now give the sketches of proofs of the two cases treated in Theorem of the Thesis

1. Tt is easy to see that the diagram is included in the quadrant [P(B),+0o0) x [A1(B), +00) as it is

a direct consequence of the isoperimetric and Faber-Krahn inequalities:
P(Q2) > P(B) and A (Q2) >\ (B),

where () is a smooth subset of R” with unit volume.

Now, we want to fill the quadrant, which means showing that for any (zg,yo) € (P(B), +00) %
(M (B), +00), one is able to construct an open smooth set 2 of unit volume such that P(2) = zq
and A1(Q2) = yo. Heuristically, filling the upper part of the quadrant means to increase the
eigenvalue of a set while controlling its perimeter, to do so we use perforated domains and
classical results on homogenization (see [58]). As for the lower part of the diagram, the idea this
time is to use sets given as union of a domain and a cylinder of high perimeter, by this process
we keep the eigenvalue constant while increasing the perimeter.

. The description of the diagram is done in 3 steps: first, we focus on the study of its boundary and
prove that it is given by the union of the curves of two strictly increasing functions. Then, we
show that the diagram contains no holes and thus exactly corresponds to the set of points located
between the two curves. Finally, some information on the slopes near the vertex corresponding
to the ball are given in addition to some asymptotics of the infinite branches of the boundary.

1) Study of the boundary of the diagram

We define the functions f and g as follows:

f: [P(B)7+OO) — R
D — min {A(Q),Q € K2,|Q =1 and P(Q) =p},

g: [P(B),+0) — R
D —  max {A(Q), Q€ K20 =1and P(Q) =p},

where B is a ball of unit volume.

e Continuity of the functions f and g:

Since f and g are defined as infimum and supremum, a natural strategy to prove their
continuity is to show inequalities on their inferior and superior limits. To do so we had
to prove a certain perturbation lemma for the perimeter of convex sets: we show that one
can continuously deform a planar convex set so as to strictly increase or decrease (when
different from the ball) its perimeter while preserving the area and the convexity. The
lemma is stated as follows:

Lemma 1. (Perturbation Lemma for the perimeter)

We recall that K2 := {Q € K?| |Q| = 1}, we have:

1. The ball is the only local minimizer of the perimeter in the class K2 for the Hausdorff
distance.

2. There is no local mazimizer of the perimeter in the class K2 for the Hausdorff distance.

If decreasing the perimeter can be easily done by continuous Steiner symmetrization which
preserves the volume and the convexity in any dimension, this is unfortunately not the case
when trying to increase the perimeter where it seems difficult to preserve the convexity
especially in higher dimensions: this is why the perturbation Lemma is only stated for
planar sets as it relies on results of [132] which are up to our knowledge only known for the
planar case.
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e Monotonicity of the functions f and g

As for the monotonicty of the functions, we argue by contradiction by assuming that the
function f (resp. g) is not strictly increasing, this yields in particular to the existence of
a convex set of unit area denoted Qj (resp. Q) (different from the ball) that is a local
minimizer (resp. maximizer) of A\; under area and convexity constraints, then we use the
following perturbation lemma for the first Dirichlet eigenvalue A; to find a contradiction,

see Figure [[.11]

Lemma 2. (Perturbation Lemma for A1)

We recall that K2 := {Q € K?| |Q| = 1}, we have:

1. The ball is the only local minimizer of A1 in the class K2 for the Hausdorff distance.

2. A CYL convex domain cannot be a local mazimizer of Ay in K3 for the Hausdorff distance.

As for the perimeter, decreasing \; could be easily done by continuous Steiner symmetriza-
tion but increasing it under convexity and volume constraints is a rather challenging task:
to do so we use an upcoming result of J. Lamboley and A. Novruzi [130] that states that in
the planar case, a local maximizer of A\; under convexity and area constraints is a polygon
and thus cannot be C!| it will then remain to prove that there exists €2, which is C*! and
corresponds to a local maximum of the function g: this is done by remarking that one can
choose to work with a domain Q, which is a solution of a certain minimization problem:

min{P(Q) | Q € K2, |2 =1 and A\ (Q) = \*},

where A* > A\ (B), see Figure We then want to apply the result of [134) Theorem 2.6]
with the constraint m : @ — (|, A1(2)), to do so one have first to check that the first
order shape derivatives of the constraints are linearly independent; we are then tempted to
use the classical Serrin’s Theorem [166], but this is unfortunately not possible since we do
not have any regularity as the sets are only assumed to be convex. We then extend Serrin’s
result [166] to convex sets (in arbitrary dimensions):

Lemma 3. Let Q be an open and bounded convez set in R™ (n > 2), and u a first eigenfunc-
tion of the Dirichlet-Laplacian in Q2. We also assume that there exists constant ¢ > 0 such
that

[Vul =c¢  on 9Q.

Then Q is a ball and ¢ > 0.

This result is interesting for itself and is obtained by adapting the regularity theory of free
boundaries problems by taking advantage of the convexity of ).

2) The diagram contains no holes

Once we proved that the diagram is contained between the curves of two continuous functions
(which are also included in the diagram), it remains to prove that we can fill all the points
between the latter curves. As explained in Chapter [3] the explicit description of the extremal
sets seems to be difficult and challenging (we refer to the discussion of Conjecture [4] of Chapter
[3), thus we cannot use similar strategy as for the diagram (P, h,| - |), this is why we propose an
approach based only on the construction of relevant continuous paths included in the diagram
via Minkowski sums, the perturbation results of the perimeter of convex sets and Blaschke’s
selection Theorem 164, Theorem 1.8.6].

The proof is done by contradiction: by assuming that there exists a point A(z4,y4) € {(z,y) |z >
P(B) and f(z) < y < g(z)} which is not included in the diagram. The idea of is to study the
"position” of the curves (obtained by Minkowski sums) relating domains (of unit area) having
the same perimeter p € [P(B), +00): when p is close to x4 we are able to prove that there exist
curves which are located "on the left of A” (the notion of being on the left or the right of the
point A is rigorously defined in Chapter [3| via the index, also called winding number, of a closed
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assertion of the perturbation Lemma
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2 >
P(B) P

Figure 1.11: Using the perturbation Lemma |2 to prove the monotonicity of f and g.

curve around a point), meanwhile for sufficiently higher values of p we show that all the curves
are this time "on the right of A”. We then introduce the value py such that:

(a) for every p < pg, there exists a couple convex sets of unit area and of perimeter p who are
related by a continuous path which is located ”on the left of A”.

(b) For every p > py, all couples of convex sets of unit area and perimeter p are related by
continuous paths which are located ”on the right of A”.

We then analyse two case: if pg corresponds to the case (a) or to the case (b). By using continuity
properties of the index, the perturbation Lemma for the perimeter of planar convex sets and the
Blaschke selection Theorem (see ), we are able to prove that both cases are impossible, which
provides the desired contradiction.

3) Study of the slopes of the boundary at the vertex corresponding to the ball

Since the ball is a critical point for the perimeter and Dirichlet eigenvalue under volume con-
straint, the study of the slopes of the diagram near the vertex (P(B), A1(B)) involves second order
shape derivatives. In Section we study (for arbitrary dimensions) some stability results
and quantitative (Faber-Krahn and isoperimetric) inequalities that are then applied to develop
a better understanding of the asymptotics of the boundary of the diagram in the neighborhood
of the vertex (P(B), \1(B)).

If the theoretical study (done in arbitrary dimensions) of Section[3.3.3] (see also 64]) supports
that the upper boundary (the curve of g) admits an oblique tangent at (P(B), A\1(B)) which is
equivalent to the existence of a constant b,, (depending only on the dimension n and for which
we are able to give a lower estimate, see Corollary [5]) such that

g(x) = g(zo) ~ by x (z—x0),

T—rT0o
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where we recall that o := P(B) where B C R" is a ball of unit volume, the behaviour of
the lower boundary (the curve of f) is much interesting to study as it is tightly related to new
quantitative Faber-Krahn’s inequalities. Our theoretical study supports the following conjecture:

Conjecture 1. There exist c,,h, > 0 depending only on the dimension n such that for every
VQ € K" close to B in the sense that d*(Q, B) < h,,, we have:

QPN — (B A(B) > e, (;ﬂ - T ) (1.29)

Let us give some comments:

e The exponent 3/2 may seem unexpected in first sight as it mainly appears because of the
convexity assumption. Indeed, inequalities of the type:

P(Q) P(B) \*
Q2" A (Q) — | BI*™\ B>n( — — —)
Q%" AL () — [BI¥"M(B) > ¢ ot Bt

where « is a positive constant, fails for general open sets.
e Conjecture [1| is tightly related to the asymptotic study of the lower boundary (that corre-

sponds to the curve of the function f) in the neighborhood of the vertex (P(B), A\1(B)) =
(20, A\1(B)) as it implies the following result:

Vo € [zo, 20+ h), f(z)— f(xo) > cnlx — 330)%.

e Theoretical and numerical evidences support the fact the exponent 3/2 is optimal. We note
that it is retrieved in the planar case by two different ways (by studying exponents « such
that the ball B is a local minimizer for the functional A\; — (P - P(B))a, see Theorem
and by studying the regular polygons which numerically seem to be on the lower boundary,
see Proposition .

e We should finally note that one could use the quantitative inequalities of [102] to obtain
quit similar estimates as (|1.28]) but with non-optimal exponents (larger than the expected

3/2).

1.4.3 Contributions of Chapter [4: On the Cheeger inequality for convex sets
Main results

Now that we introduced the Cheeger inequality and E. Parini’s results for the case of convex planar
sets, let us describe the contributions of the present thesis and give some comments on the proofs. As
one sees in Questions [7] there are two directions we want to explore: the first one is to improve the
lower bound 717—2 ~ 0.616... (which we recall to be significantly lower than the conjectured one given by

2r

(24+/m)?

in higher dimensions.
In the following Theorem, we improve the lower bound T—Z:

~ 1.383...), the second one is to generalize and develop a better understanding of the problem

Theorem of the Thesis 3. We have:

M (Q) ( o1 )2
VQ e K2, Jy(Q) = > [ — ~ 0.902...
2() h()?2 ~ \2jo1+7

where jo1 denotes the first zero of the first Bessel function.
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The proof uses a new sharp upper bound of the Cheeger constant via the inradius and the area in
the case of planar convex sets which was found while working on the Blaschke-Santal6 diagram relating
the latter quantities. The results are stated as follows:

Theorem of the Thesis 4. We have:

9 1 () 1 Kl
Ve et g gh(Q)gr(Q)Jr\/E, (1.29)

where () denotes the inradius of Q). These inequalities are sharp as equalities are obtained for
stadiums in the lower estimate and for domains that are homothetical to their form bodies in the
upper one.

Moreover, we have the following explicit description of the Blaschke-Santalo diagram:

{(@,h(@)) | QeK? and|Ql}{(az,y) ‘ xzr(fm = Wandx+;r§y§x+\/77},

where B C R? is a ball of unit area.

4.5

Figure 1.12: The diagram of the triplet (r,h, |- |).

At last, we provide an existence theorem of optimal shape that minimizes the functional J,, : Q —

22&22) in the class K™ of convex shapes.
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Theorem of the Thesis 5. Let us define the real sequence (B3y,), as follows:

Vn € N*, Bn = Qienlg" Jn(Q)a

where J, : Q € K" — 2%&?3 We have:

1. (Bn)n is a decreasing sequence.

2. lim g, = i.

n—-+o0o

8. For n > 2, if the strict inequality B, < Bn_1 holds, we have the following existence result:

3 €K, (@) = inf T (Q).

Some comments on the results of Theorems of the Thesis 3} [ & [5]

Before presenting the sketches of proofs, let us give some relevant comments on the latter results:
A1(9)
R(2)2
for planar convex sets, we note that this result is improved for special classes of convex sets namely
triangles, rhombi and stadiums, see Proposition [0]

e In Theorem of the Thesis|§|we obtain an improved lower bound of the functional J; : Q —

e In Theorem of the Thesis E|, the choice of working with % instead of the inradius is purely
esthetical: indeed, in this setting the upper boundary of the corresponding Blaschke-Santal6
diagram is given by the curves of the linear function z —— x + /7, meanwhile, the lower
boundary is given by the curve of a continuous and strictly increasing function. This, in our
humble opinion, makes the diagram more easy to read.

e It is interesting to note that by combining the upper bound of inequality (1.29) with the reverse
Cheeger inequality [152]:

2
ek g = 7

hQRE S 4

we obtain a new sharp upper bound of the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of planar convex set :

2 2
9 T 1 i
< — R
ek, A< 1 (r(Q)+ |Q|> ;

where equality asymptotically holds for any family of thin collapsing domains, see Prposition
of Chapter [l This inequality, is often better than the one obtained by using the inclusion
B (q) C Q (where B,(q) is a ball of radius r(€) included in Q) and the monotonicity of A;:

2
J
M(Q) <M (Broy) = r(g)y

where equality holds when € is a ball.

e The convergence result lim g, = % of Theorem of the Thesis [5| shows that the constant %
n—-+oo

given in the original Cheeger inequality [55] is optimal in the sense that there exists no constant
c> i such that:

Vn > 1,VQ e K",
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e We believe that the assertion 3, < ,_1 is true for any n > 2. This conjecture is motivated by
the discussion of Section [£.4.2

In particular:

— when n = 2, we have:
2

7
62<Z:/31’

thus we retrieve Parini’s result of existence in the class of planar sets without using the
explicit formulae of Cheeger constants of planar convex sets.

— When n = 3, it is interesting to note that if one manages to improve the lower bound of
Jo up to a certain value, this will imply the existence of the optimal shape in dimension
3. Indeed, by using the explicit value of the Cheeger constant of the tube T' = (0,1) x D
recently obtained in [29] (where D C R? is disk of unit radius), we have:

2
M) MDD+

= i < = == . .
ﬁg Qlél]g3 Jg(Q) =~ Jg(T) h(T)2 h(T)Q < 1.043

Thus, if one manages to show the following estimate:
VQ e K% Jy(Q) > 1.043,

which is weaker than Parini’s conjecture [152] (that states that the square minimizes Ja
among planar convex sets), he will be able to prove that 85 > 1.043 > 3 and thus apply
the latter Theorem to prove the existence of an optimal shape in dimension 3.

Unfortunately, even if the result of Theorem of the Thesis [3| provides a significant improve-

ment of the lower bound 7{—2 of Jy (given in [152]), it is still not sufficient to prove the
assertion 3 < fs.

Sketches of proofs and methods

Since Theorem of the Thesis |§| is a consequence of the upper bound of (1.29)), we first discuss the ideas
of proof of Theorem of the Thesis

Theorem of the Thesis [# study of the (r, %, | - |)—diagram
Let us first give the sketches of proofs of inequalities (|1.29)):

e The lower estimate is a consequence of two arguments: the first is the classical Bonnesen’s [35]
inequality:
Q|
vQ e K2 P(Q) > nr(Q _|_‘77
- POz )+ s
where equality occurs if € is a stadium, and the second is to remark that the set  and its
Cheeger set have the same inradius.

e The upper estimate is more tricky as its demonstration is inspired from an idea of proof of
inequality : since the Cheeger constant of a planar convex set €2 is given by the inverse of
the solution of the equation

Q4| = at?, fort e [0,r()),

where Q_, := {z € Q| d(x,00) > t} (called an inner set of ), if one can bound the area of the
inner sets by a function g : t € [0,7(2)) — g(t), this will provide an estimation of the Cheeger
constant () via the first solution of the equation g(t) = mt* on the interval [0,7(€2)).
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In the present case we use a classical inequality found in [142, Theorem 2]:

2
vte (0,0(), 9] > 19 (1-@) ,

where equality holds if and only if  is homothetical to its form bodyﬂ

The latter inequalities define the upper and lower boundaries and we are able (as it is the case
for the diagram (P, h,|-|)) to explicit two families of convex sets which are continuous for Hausdorff
distance and that respectively fill the upper and lower boundaries of the diagram (stadiums for the
lower boundary and symmetrical two cups for the upper one). Thus, by reproducing the same steps
as in Chapter [2| (Section we can fill all the region between these curves.

Theorem of the Thesis [3} improving the Cheeger inequality for planar convex sets

This Theorem is a consequence of the upper bound given in ([1.29), Faber-Krahn’s inequality |78
126 [2A1(Q2) > |B|A1(B) (where B C R? is a ball) and Hersch’s inequality [115] A1 (Q) > ﬁ.

Theorem of the Thesis |5} on the existence of a minimizer in higher dimensions

Let us discuss the proofs of the 3 assertion of Theorem of the Thesis

1. Let n > 2. In order to prove inequality 8,_1 > 5., we studied the Cheeger constant of cylinders
of the form w x (0, d) when d tends to infinity, where Q € K"~!. We are able to prove that:

lim J, (w x (0,d)) = Jp_1(w),

d——+oo

and finally conclude as follows:

Bn = Qicn’g” Jo(Q) <inf{J,(wx (0,d)) |[we K" P andd >0} < inf J,_q1(w) = By1.

wCKn—t

2. To compute the limit of (5,), we use the explicit known values of the Cheeger constant and
Dirichlet eigenvalue of balls B-R™. We write:

A1(By) 1

S Bn S Iu(Bn) = prpas S T

N

3. Let us finally give the idea of proof of the existence result. Let n > 2, we assume that 3, < 8,_1.
We prove that if (Q) is a minimizing sequence such that || = 1 for every k € N, then the
sequence (d(Qk)) of diameters is bounded. Indeed, if it was not the case (that is to say that
d(Q%) k_>—+>oo +00 up to a subsequence), we prove that:

lim inf Jn(Qk) > Brn_1 > Pn.
—_———

k—+oco
by the hypothesis of the Theorem.

We note that the proof of inequality lkim Jan Jn(Qx) > Br_1 follows from the use of relevant test
— 400

sets in the variational characterization of the Cheeger constant (which provides a bound from
above of the Cheeger constant) and a lower bound (found in the proof of |41, Lemma 6.11]) of
A1 via the eigenvalue of (n — 1) dimensional sections.

I'We refer to [136] Section 1.1] for the definition of form bodies and to [164] for more details.
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1.4.4 Contributions of Chapter Numerical study of convexity constraint and
application to Blaschke-Santalé diagrams

In this section, we give a brief description of the methods used and the main results of Chapter

Parametrizing the convexity constraint

One originality of the numerical study of the present thesis is that we do not limit ourselves to numer-
ically find optimal shapes but present and discuss different (classical and original) parametrizations
that allow to handle the convexity constraint. As expected, the efficiency of a method mainly depends
on the regularity of the optimal shape. The results presented in Chapter [5| correspond to a work in
progress: in a first time, we only perform qualitative comparison between the different methods, in the
upcoming work [89] we will present a deeper analysis.

We briefly list and comment the 4 methods used in this thesis, for more details and definitions we
refer to Chapter

e Method 1: Approximating the support function by Fourier series

This method is quite classical now. It was up to our knowledge used for the first time in [20] for
purely geometrical functionals in the planar case and then successfully used by other authors for
other problems (in dimension 3 and also for problems involving spectral quantities), see |20, [33]
15]. This method often allows to obtain good approximations of the optimal shapes (especially
when it contains no flat parts because those ones correspond to Dirac measures in the radius
of curvature which corresponds to sum of the support function and its second order derivative),
allows to handle the convexity and diameter constraints quite easily (they are parametrized as
linear constraints), but is not very adapted when the expected shape is polygonal.

e Method 2: Approximating the gauge function by Fourier series

This method is quite similar to the last one, as the convexity constraint is handled in a similar
way (linear constraints), it was already stated in |20, Remark 6.], but we did not find a work
where it has been used. The advantage compared to the previous one is that it can easily detect
flat parts (as they correspond this time to a null curvature, which is proportional to the sum of
the gauge function and its second order derivative). As for disadvantages, this method is not
suitable when the expected optimal shape has corners (as they correspond to Dirac measures in
the curvature), which is of course the case for polygons and other relevant shapes as Reuleaux
triangles. At last, this setting is not quite adapted to handle the the diameter constraint.

e Method 3: Using the radial function

This method consists on assuming that the set contains the origin and using a polygonal ap-
proximation of its boundary, we then show that the convexity constraint can be parametrized
in an elegant way (by means of quadratic inequalities): up to our knowledge this method is
original. In addition to the easy formulation of the convexity constraint, this method allows
to handle the diameter constraints and provides quite satisfying results (even when the optimal
shapes are polygonal). Nevertheless, it is less suitable than the latter methods when the optimal
shape is smooth: which is expected as here the sets are approached by polygons in contrary to
before where the support and gauge functions are approached by truncated ones corresponding
to smooth shapes. It may also be more time consuming.

e Method 4: Optimizing the coordinates of the vertices

Here, the convexity constraint is equivalent to the condition that all the inner angles should be
less than 7, this also leads to quadratic inequalities on the coordinates of the vertices. This last
method is quite efficient when the optimal shapes are polygons (with a reasonable number of
sides), unfortunately, it fails when we consider a large number of vertices as the sides quickly
overlap as soon as the process of optimization is launched.
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Application to Blaschke-Santalé diagrams

The complete description of Blaschke-Santal6 diagrams seems in general to be very challenging (if not
to say impossible), especially when they involve spectral quantities. It is then natural to use numerical
simulations in order to have an approximation of these diagrams and conjecture some of their properties
and new inequalities.

One first idea is to randomly generate a large number of convex sets for which we compute the
values of the functionals and then plot the obtained points. This was for example done in 11} |13]
where the authors randomly generate polygons of at most 8 sides. In the present thesis we use an
algorithm based on a work of P. Valtr [171] in order to generate convex polygons with large number of
sides (we use polygons of at most 30 sides), we refer to [162] for a nice description and implementation
of the latter algorithm. Although, considering polygons with large number of sides provides a slight
improved versions of the diagrams, it is still not satisfying as it is quite difficult to describe the boundary
(especially when the optimal sets are expected to be smooth).

The main novelty of the present thesis is that we combine the theoretical results of simple con-
nectedness (more precisely vertical convexity) of the diagrams (see Theorem with the numerical
description of the boundary of the diagram, which is done by (numerically) solving some shape opti-
mization problems under convexity constraint (similar to (|1.4))) to provide a quite satisfying description
of the diagrams and thus to state some interesting conjectures.

In this thesis, a special attention is given to the investigation of the relations between the first
Dirichlet eigenvalue \; (spectral functional), the perimeter P, the area |-| and the diameter d (geo-
metrical functionals) of planar convex sets. This gives us 4 diagrams to study: (P, A1, |- 1), (d, A1,]-]),
(P, A1,d) and the purely geometrical (P, d, |- |)-diagram. We also briefly discuss other diagrams involv-
ing other relevant functionals as the Cheeger constant and the inradius (for which we propose a quite
efficient method of computation based on Matlab’s toolbox ”Clipper”).

An example: (P, )\, |- |)-Diagram

For a better understanding let us develop the example of triplet (P, A1, |- |) studied in Chapter [3} to
describe the boundaries of the corresponding diagram we (numerically) solve the following problems:

min / max{\;(Q) | Q€ £? P(Q) =py and || =1},

where py > P(B) = 2\/7. As shown in Theorem of the Thesis [2| the upper domains (solutions of the
maximization problem) are smooth (C1!), meanwhile the lower ones are singular (polygons). This is
why we had to use different approaches for each case (methods 1,2 and 3 give satisfying results for the
upper domains, while one we use method 4 for the lower), see Chapter [5| for more details.

In Figure[I.13] we give the optimal shapes obtained for different values of py and in Figure we
plot the improved description of the diagram obtained by filling all the region between the curves of
the upper and lower boundaries and compare it to the one obtained by random generation of polygons.
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p0=4 p0=42

Upper boundary

Lower boundary

Figure 1.13: Numerically obtained optimal shapes corresponding to different values of pqg.
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4.1

4.2

o Random polygons

-------- Obtained upper boundary

—— Obtained lower boundary

o Improved description of the diagram

Figure 1.14: Improved (P, A1, ]| - |)-diagram.

1.4.5 Contributions of Chapter 5:

Main results

In Chapter [6] we are interested in finding the optimal placement of a spherical obstacle in a given
ball in order to optimize a certain quantity. In this thesis, we consider the first Steklov eigenvalue
of the Laplacian introduced and defined in Section We prove that the optimal situation (that
maximizes the eigenvalue) is when the balls are concentric. In , the authors consider a mixed
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Steklov-Dirichlet eigenvalue problem. They prove that the first non-trivial eigenvalue is maximal when
the balls are concentric in dimensions larger or equal than 3 (see [172, Theorem 1]) and note that the
planar case remains open (cf. Remark 2). We show that the ideas developed for the latter case provide
an alternative and simpler proof of Theorem 1 [172]. Then, we extend this result to the planar case,
see Theorem [22) of Chapter [6]

Our main result in the pure Steklov setting is stated as follows:

Theorem of the Thesis 6. Among all doubly connected domains of R"™ (n > 2) of the form B1\Ba,
where By and By are open balls of fixed radii such that B C By. The first non-trivial Steklov
etgenvalue achieves its mazximal value uniquely when the balls are concentric.

Sketches of proofs and methods

One classical method in spectral geometry when trying to prove an upper estimate of a quantity defined
via a Rayleigh quotient (as it is the case for Laplace eigenvalues) is to use suitable test functions. Let
us enlighten this idea by developing the example of the pure Steklov boundary conditions: we recall
that the first non trivial Steklov eigenvalue of a Lipschitz set 2 is given by

Jo IVulPda

J; oq udo

thus, for every function u € H*(Q)\{0} satisfying [, udo = 0, we have the following inequality

71(Q) = inf{ ‘ u e HY(Q)\{0} such that /39 udo = 0} :

Vul2d
ol(Q)gifQ‘ uf*de
Joq utdo

Any upper bound of the quotient will give an estimate from above of the eigenvalue o1 ().

fsz |[Vul|?dz
faﬂ U2d0

Of course, the choice of a suitable test function is not an easy task. In both cases of Theorem of the

Thesis @ we chose the eigenfunctions corresponding to the spherical shell (for which the external and

internal balls are concentric) as test functions.

We take © a doubly connected domain of R™ (where n > 2) of the form B;\Bs, where By and Bs
are open balls of fixed radii such that B, C B; and denote § := E C Bj the spherical shell such that
B’, is the ball with same radius as B, and same center as B;. We denote by f an eigenfunction cor-
responding to 1(€): the first Steklov eigenvalue of concentric spherical shells and the corresponding
eigenfunctions are computed in Theorem We remark by symmetry arguments that | oq fdo =0,
thus f can be used as a test function in the Rayleigh quotient corresponding to the eigenvalue o1 (Q):

iR
n(@) < VI
Joq f?do
_ [, IV§IPde ]
Since 01(2) = W, the problem would be solved if one manages to prove that
290

Jo|VfPdz _ Jo, IVFPde
faQ frdo — faQO frdo

Surprisingly, in both considered cases, the numerator and denominator both behave in the ad hoc
way, in the sense that one could prove the following inequalities:

/|Vf|2d:c§/ |V f?dz and / fPdo > f2do. (1.30)
Q Qo N 0o
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At last, it is interesting to note that the constant term is treated with an elegant way that allows
to avoid complicated computations: the idea is to interpret it as a geometrical quantity (perimeter
or volume of a translated ball in our case) and use its invariance by translations, see the proofs of

Lemmas [9] and [T

1.5 Open problems & research projects

We finally present possible research projects.

1.5.1 On Blaschke-Santaé diagrams
An interesting diagram

In the present thesis we present theoretical and numerical studies of some relevant diagrams. We note
that there are still other diagrams that are very interesting and worth to explore. Let us develop an
example.

In Chapter [5] we numerically study diagrams involving the first Dirichlet eigenvalue and other
geometric functionals, we numerically find the extremal domains which are in some cases quite simple
to describe (like symmetrical lens, symmetrical 2-cap bodies and symmetrical slices). Unfortunately,
theoretical demonstrations of these observations seem to be very challenging. Nevertheless, there is
one interesting take away idea that we would like to highlight:

”If you do not manage to prove a conjecture involving the first Dirichlet eigenvalue,
then try first to prove it for the Cheeger constant.”

Indeed, the Cheeger constant corresponds to the first eigenvalue of the 1-Laplace operator, see [121]
for more details. It is then quite natural to expect some similar behaviours with A\;. The advantage
of working with the Cheeger constant is that in addition to being a bit easier to handle (as it involves
the perimeter and the volume), there are various works that provide a better understanding of this
constant, the most complete one is the classical paper [122] of T. Lachand Robert and B. Kawohl that
provides a characterization of the Cheeger constant of planar convex sets. In this spirit, we cite the
work [50] of D. Bucur and I. Fragala who proved that among polygons with the same number of sides
and same area, the Cheeger constant is minimized by the regular one. This result is a variant of a
classical and very difficult conjecture stated in the sixties by G. Polya for the first Dirichlet eigenvalue.

Let us now give an example of a relevant diagram for which an explicit description is expected. It
is the diagram relating the Cheeger constant, the diameter and the area of planar convex sets: more
precisely, we are interested studying the following set of points:

D= {(d(Q),h(Q)) | © € K* and |Q| = 1}.

1 T
VQe K2, Q)< — + [ —,
A ORI

which is an equality for shapes that are homothetic to their form bodiesE| (this result is stated in
Theorem of the thesis @, and proved in the first section of Chapter [4]) and results on the diagram
(] - |,d,r) obtained in [110] (see also [71]), we are able to explicitly describe the lower boundary.
Indeed, we have the following proposition:

By combining the inequality

Proposition 1. Let dy > d(B) = % The solution of the problem

min{h(Q)| |Q =1, d(Q) = dy and Q € K?}

s given by the symmetrical 2-cap body of unit area and diameter dg.

2We refer to [136), Section 1.1] for the definition of form bodies and to [164] for more details.
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Proof. Let dy > d(B) = % We denote C' 4, the symmetrical 2-cap body of unit area and diameter
dg. We have:

1
min{h(Q)| |Q] =1, d(Q) = dy and Q € £*>} < min {(Q) + ﬁ ‘ Q] =1, d(Q) =dy and Q € ICQ}
r \

:min{r(lQ) ’ Q] =1, d(Q) = do andQeic2}+\/7r

1 T
= + by the results of |110
Cra) NGl ™ o
)

h(Ch.a,
min{h(Q)| |Q| =1, d(Q) = dy and Q € K2}.

(because C1 4, is homothetic to its form body)

IN

Thus we have the equality
min{h(Q)| Q| =1, d(Q) = dy and Q € K} = h(C1 q4,).
O

In Figure we provide a numerical approximation of the diagram D by generating 10° random
convex polygon. We also plot the curves corresponding to the lower domains given by symmetrical
2-cap bodies and the expected upper domains, which are given by symmetrical slices and smoothed
nonagons (introduced for the first time in [71]), see Figure [L.15]

Figure 1.15: From left to right: a symmetrical 2-cap body, a smoothed nonagon and a symmetrical
slice.

Numerical simulations support the following conjecture:

Conjecture 2. Let d > d(B) = % and d* = 31% be the diameter of the reqular triangle of unit area,
we have:

o if dy € (d(B),d*), the problem
max{h(Q) | |2 =1, d(Q) =dy and Q € K*}
18 solved by a smoothed nonagon.

o Ifdy > d*, the problem is solved by the symmetrical slice.
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e Random convex polygons
441

v Equilateral triangle

43

‘ —Symmetrical 2-cap bodies

— Smoothed nonagons

39

— Symmetrical slices

37

1.2 1.3 1.4 15 1.6 1.7 18 d

Figure 1.16: The diagram of the triplet (d, h, |- |).

Generalizing the approach used for the study of the (P, \1, |- |)-diagram

It is interesting to note that the methods developed for the qualitative study of the (P, Ay, |- |)-diagram
seem to apply for other functionals. It is then natural to seek for a general theorem such that once
some conditions are satisfied by 3 given functionals J;, Jo and J3, one is able to give qualitative
properties on the diagram such as the continuity and monotonicity of the upper and lower curves and
the non-existence of holes.

What about other classes of sets?

In this thesis, we mainly focus on Blaschke-Santalé diagrams of convex sets. Nevertheless, it is in-
teresting to develop a better understanding of what happens for other relevant classes of shapes, for
example the star-shaped ones or the simply connected ones.

1.5.2 An upper estimate of the area of inner convex sets

Let Q € K2, for ¢t € [0,7(2)), we define Q_; := {z € Q| d(z,0Q) > t}. As explained in Section
finding estimates of the area of inner sets is very linked to the study of inequalities involving the
Cheeger constant. We wanted to apply this strategy to prove inequality:

P(Q) + /4[]

2
>
vQe k2, h(Q) > 20

(1.31)

Surprisingly, we did not find in the literature an upper estimate of |2_;| that can be used. We then
conjecture the following result which seems to be true and which can be used to give an alternative
proof of inequality [[.3T] and characterize the case of equality:

Conjecture 3. Let Q € K2, we have for every t € (0,7(Q)):

P(Q)?
410

1Q_| <|Q| — P(Q)t + t2, (1.32)
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with equality if and only if Q0 is homothetic to its form body.

Remark 1. We are thankful to Simon Larson for proposing an idea to prove the following weaker

version of (1.32):

PO,
21

The proof uses the result of (136, Theorem 1.2] (which is demonstrated in arbitrary dimensions), where
it 1s proved that:

vt € (0,7(9)), Q| <|Q| — P(Q)t+

t

vie (0,7(Q),  P(Q_y) > (1 - 7‘(Q)> P(Q),

where equality holds if and only if Q0 is homothetic to its form body. By integrating the latter inequality
on (0,t), we obtain:

PO,

2r(Q)

which is an equality if and only if Q is homothetic to its form body. At last, we use the bound
r(Q)P(Q) > || to get rid of the inradius and finally obtain the announced inequality.

vie (0,r(Q), Q] < Q|- P(Q)t+

1.5.3 Shape derivation of functionals defined as infima

Many shape functionals are defined as an infimum (or supremum) of a certain quantity, this is for
example the case for the diameter, the Cheeger constant and the first Dirichlet eigenvalue. there are
various works in the literature where the first order shape derivatives of such functionals are computed,
we refer for example to:

o [153] for the Cheeger constant, see also our revised version in Theorem

e [67, Chapter 10] for the Dirichlet energy.

o [139] for the first eigenvalue of the p-Laplace operator with Dirichlet boundary condition.
e Theorem [19| of the present thesis for the diameter.

All this results are proven by following a classical strategy introduced by Danskin [65]. Unfor-
tunately, the hypothesises of Danskin’s Theorem are not straightforward to check (especially in the
shape derivation framework, see for example [67, Chapter 10]). It is then very interesting to look for
a specific shape optimization theorem with more straightforward assumptions.
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Part I

Study of some relevant Blaschke-Santald
diagrams
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Chapter 2

Blaschke-Santalé diagrams for the
volume, the perimeter and the Cheeger
constant.

This chapter is a reprint of the submitted paper Complete systems of inequalities relating the
perimeter, the area and the Cheeger constant of planar domains [88].

Abstract

We are interested in finding complete systems of inequalities between the perimeter P, the area | - |
and the Cheeger constant h of planar sets. To do so, we study the so called Blaschke-Santalé diagram
of the triplet (P, |- |, h) for different classes of domains: simply connected sets, convex sets and convex
polygons with at most N sides. We are able to completely determine the diagram in the latter cases
except for the class of convex N-gons when N > 5 is odd: therein, we show that the external boundary
of the diagram is given by the curves of two continuous and strictly increasing functions, we give an
explicit formula of the lower one and provide a numerical method to obtain the upper one. We finally
give some applications of the results and methods developed in the present paper.

2.1 Introduction and main results

Let Q be a bounded subset of R™ (where n > 2). The Cheeger problem consists of studying the
following minimization problem:

h(Q) = inf{ P(E]? ‘ E measurable and E C Q} , (2.1)

where P(E) is the distributional perimeter of E measured with respect to R™ (see for example [151]
for definitions) and |E| is the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure of E. The quantity h(f2) is called the
Cheeger constant of (2 and any set Cq C € for which the infimum is attained is called a Cheeger set of
Q.

Since the early work of Jeff Cheeger [55], the study of the Cheeger problem has interested various
authors, we refer to |[151] for an introductory survey on the subject. We recall that every bounded
domain Q with Lipschitz boundary admits at least one Cheeger set Cgq, see for example [151, Propo-
sition 3.1]. In [6], the authors prove uniqueness of the Cheeger set when @ C R™ is convex, but as far
as we know there is no complete characterization of Cq in the case of higher dimensions n > 3 (even
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when convexity is assumed), in contrary with the planar case which was treated by Bernd Kawohl and
Thomas Lachand-Robert in [122] where a complete description of the Cheeger sets of planar convex
domains is given in addition to an algorithm to compute the Cheeger constant of convex polygons.

In this paper we are interested in describing all possible geometrical inequalities involving the
perimeter, the volume and the Cheeger constant of a given planar shape. This is equivalent to study
a so called Blaschke-Santal6 diagram of the triplet (P, |- |, h).

A Blaschke-Santal6 diagram is a tool that allows to visualize all possible inequalities between three
quantities depending on the shape of a set: it was named as a reference to |163} 28], where the authors
were looking for the description of inequalities involving three geometrical quantities for a given convex
set. Afterward, this diagrams have been extensively studied especially for the class of planar convex
sets. We refer to |[110] for more details and various examples.

For more precision, let us define the Blaschke-Santalé diagrams we are interested in in this paper:
given F a class of measurable sets of R?, we define

Dy = {(a:,y) €R? 3 Q€ Fsuchthat | =1,P(Q) =z, h(Q) = y}

{ (P(Q),h(Q)), Qe F, |0 =1 }
We note that thanks to the following homothety properties
vVt >0, h(tQ) = @ tQ| =t and  P(tQ) = tP(),
one can give a scaling invariant formulation of the diagram:
Dy = {(x,y) € R?, 3Q € F such that P(Q)/|QY2 =z, QY2 (Q) = y}
- (o). nes

In the whole paper, we denote:

e K2 the set of planar non-empty convex sets,
e Pp the set of convex polygons of at most N sides,

e B the disk of unit area,

Ry a regular polygon of N sides and unit area,
e d* the Hausdorff distance, see for example [108, Chapter 2] for definition and more details.
e d(Q2) and () respectively the diameter and inradius of the set  C R2.

We are aiming at describing all possible inequalities relating P, |-| and h in different classes of planar
sets and then describing the associated Blaschke-Santalé diagrams. Let us first state the inequalities
we already know; if {2 is measurable, we have :

e the isoperimetric inequality:

> = 2/7, (2.2)



Note

a Faber-Krahn type inequality:

P(B)

1/2 1/2 _

=2/, (2.4)

this inequality readily follows from definition (4.1)) and the isoperimetric inequality. Indeed:

_ P(Ca) _ P(Ch)

Q/2h(Q) = h(2) = > h(B) = P(B) = 2v/,

ICarl = 1C&I —
where Q' := |Q|~Y/2Q and (¢, is a ball with the same volume as Cqy.

that each inequality may be visualised in the Blaschke-Santalé diagram as the curve of a given

function, see Figure and that the first inequality may be obtained by combining the second and
third ones.

It is natural to wonder if there are other inequalities, we prove that this is not the case for general
sets, indeed, in Theorem [5] we give the explicit description of the Blaschke-Santalé diagram in the case
of simply connected domains (see also Figure . One could wonder why we chose to work with the

class

of simply connected domains: the main reason is that for any subclass of measurable domains

that contains the simply connected ones, the diagram is the same.
Now, let us provide complete descriptions of the Blaschke-Santalé diagram of the triplet (P, h, |- |)
for both the classes S? of planar simply connected sets and K? of planar convex sets.

Theorem 5. Denote zg = P(B) = 24/7.

1.

2.

o

.5

Cheeger constant
1€
&

3.5

The diagram of the class S of planar simply connected domains is given by:

Dsz = {(zo,z0)} U{(z,y) | >20 and zo<y<a}.
The diagram of the class IC of planar convexr domains is given by:

D,Cz:{(a:,y) ‘ x>x9 and g—l—ﬁgygm}.

The isoperimetric inequality P@) ~ PB)
Vi = i

——TInequality h(2) < %

- - Inequality \/|Q[h(Q) > \/|B[h(B)

—Inequaliy h(Q) > % W

Simply connected sets

F g Convex sets

3.5 4 4.5 5 55 6
Perimeter

Figure 2.1: Blaschke-Santalé diagrams for the classes of simply connected sets and convex sets.
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We note that by taking advantage of inequalities (2.2]) and (2.4), it is also classical to represent
Blaschke-Santalé diagram as subset of [0, 1]?, in our situation, this means to consider sets:

P(B) h(B)

Dy = {(X, Y) |3Q € Fsuchas |2 =1and (X,Y) = < >} c [0,1)3,

P(Q)" h(©)

where F is a given class of planar sets. With this parametrization, Blaschke-Santalé diagrams for the

classes S and K? are given by the following sets:

D

D,

{(1L,DIU{(X,Y) | X €(0,1) and X <Y < 1},

{(X,Y)| X €(0,1] and X <Y < 2%

which are represented in Figure 2.2}

1

0.9

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

0

0

L
0.2

L
0.4

L
06

L
0.8

1+Xx 1

The isoperimetric inequality % > I\}—%)l

—— Inequality h(Q2) < %

= Inequality /|Q[R(Q2) > \/|BJh(B)

—Inequaliy h(Q) > % V‘M\Sl\

Simply connected sets

Convex sets

Figure 2.2: Blaschke-Santalé diagrams for the classes of simply connected sets and convex sets repre-

sented in [0, 1]2.

Let us give some comments on the latter results:

e One major step in the study of the diagram of convex sets is to prove the following sharp

inequality:

vQ e K2,

h(€?) =

P(Q) + /4710

219 ; (2.5)

where equality occurs for example for circumscribed polygons (ie. those whose sides touch their
incircles) and more generally for sets which are homothetical to their form bodie&ﬂ

e Inequality is rather easy to prove when the convex ) is a Cheeger-regular polygon (that
is, its Cheeger set touches all of its sides), see [50, Remark 32], but much difficult to prove for
general convex sets as shown in the present paper. We also note that this inequality may be seen
as a quantitative isoperimetric inequality for the Cheeger constant of convex planar sets: indeed,

it could be written in the following form

Q'/2h(Q) — [B|Y2h(B) > * (P & P (B)) > 0.

vQ e K2,

9 ‘Q|1/2 |B\1/2

1We refer to [164, Page 386] for the definition of form bodies.
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At last, we note in Section that inequality is stronger than a classical result [48]
Theorem 3] due to R. Brooks and P. Waksman. It also improves in the planar case a more recent
estimate given in [39 Corollary 5.2], that states that for any open bounded convex set Q C R™,
where n > 2, one has:

P

h(2) > — x T

1

n

e We note that the first statement of Theorem asserts that and form a complete system
of inequalities of the triplet (P, h,|-|) in any class of sets that contains the class S. Meanwhile,
the second one asserts that this is no longer the case for the class K2 of planar convex sets, where
estimates and are then shown to be forming a complete system of inequalities of the
triplet (P, h,| - ]).

e We finally note that due to technical convenience, we first show the second assertion (diagram
of convex sets) and then use it to prove the first one (diagram of simply connected sets).

Now, let us focus on the class of convex polygons. We give an improvement of inequality (2.3]) in
the class Py of convex polygons of at most N sides, where N > 3. We recall that since triangles are
inscribed polygons, one has:

P(Q 47|
Ve P, h() = LW VAT (2.6)
20|
As for the case N > 4, we prove the following sharp upper bound for the Cheeger constant of convex
N-gons:

P(9) +/P(Q)2 +4(r — N tan )|
2) < 50 ,

with equality if and only if Q is Cheeger-regular and all of its angles are equal (to (N — 2)7/N).
Equality is also attained asymptotically by the following family ( (0,1) x (0, d)) of rectangles when
d — +00.

It is interesting to note that inequalities and form a complete system of inequalities of
the triplet (P, |- |, k) in the class Py if and only if N is even. In the following Theorem [6] we give an
explicit description of the diagram of convex polygons when N is even or equal to 3, give the explicit
description of the lower boundary and provide some qualitative results on the upper one when N is
odd. In Section 2.4} we perform some numerical simulations in order to numerically find the extremal
upper domains and thus give a numerical description of the upper boundary.

VO ePy,  h( (2.7)

d>1

Theorem 6. Take N > 3, we recall that Ry denotes a reqular polygon of N sides and unit area.

We denote P(Q)
. 1/2
Dy = {<Q|1/2,|Q| / h(Q)) ‘ Q ePN}.

We distinguish the following cases:

e if N =3, we have
D= (v +5)| 2 pino)

e if N is even, then
x
Dy = {(@.) | 22 P(Ry) and 3+ V7 <y< fv(@)],

where fn :z € [P(Ry), +00) — m+\/m'

2
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e if N > 5 is odd, we provide a qualitative description of the boundary of the diagram Dy :
— The lower boundary is given by the half line:
{(z,y) | 2 2 P(Rn) and y = z/2 + V/7},
which is included in the diagram Dy .
— The upper boundary is given by the curve:
{(z,y) | © > P(Ry) and y = gn(2)},
which is also included in the diagram Dy, where gy is a continuous and strictly increasing
function such that gy < fn on [P(RN),—i-oo). Moreover, there exists cy > by > P(Ry)
such that gy = fn on [P(Ry),bn] and gn < fn on [CN,—i-oo).
The paper is organized as follows: Section [2.2] contains two subsections, in the first one we recall
some classical results needed for the proofs, in the second one we state and prove some preliminary
lemmas which are also interesting for themselves. The proofs of the main results are given in Section

Then, we provide some numerical results on the diagrams Dy in Section [2.4] Finally, we give
some applications of the results and ideas of the present paper in Section

2.2 Classical results and preliminaries

2.2.1 Classical results

In this subsection, we recall some classical results that are used throughout the whole paper.

Theorem 7. [61, Th.2 and Remark 3]
Take N > 3 and Q C R? a convex polygon of N sides. We define:

1
Q)= Z @»

=1

where a; € (0, 7] are the inner angles of Q. We have the following estimates:

T P(Q)?
— < < .
N tan NS T(Q) < 19

(2.8)

The lower bound is attained if and only if all the angles «; are equal (to %ﬂ'), meanwhile the upper
one is an equality if and only the polygon ) is circumscribed.

Remark 2. The lower bound is a simple application of Jensen’s inequality to the function cotan which
is strictly conver on (0,7/2). On the other hand, since N tan 5 > , the upper estimate may be seen
as an improvement of the isoperimetric inequality for convex polygons. We refer to [61)] for a detailed
proof of Theorem[7

Let us now recall some classical and important results on the Cheeger problem for planar convex
sets.

Theorem 8. [122, Th. 1] There exists a unique value t = t* > 0 such that |Q_;| = 7t%. Then
() = 1/t* and the Cheeger set of Q is Cq = Q_4 + t* By, with By denoting the unit disk.

Theorem 9. [122, Th. 3] If Q is a Cheeger-reqular polygon (that is, its Cheeger set touches every side
of Q), then:

P(Q) +\/P(Q)? — 4(T(@) - )|
Q) = .
: 200
It is natural to wonder if equality holds also for some Cheeger irregular polygons: in Lemma [4]
we prove that there is only an inequality and that the equality case occurs only when the polygon is
Cheeger regular.

h(
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2.2.2 Preliminary lemmas

In this section we prove some important Lemmas that we use in Section for the proofs of the main
results.

The following Lemma shows that the equality of Theorem [ which is valid for Cheeger regular
polygons becomes an inequality for general polygons and thus gives an upper bound of the Cheeger
constant of polygons that we use to prove inequality .

Lemma 4. If Q is a polygon, one has:

oy PO+ P2 4@ — )9l
)< 29| ’

h(

with equality if and only if Q0 is Cheeger-reqular.
Proof. Let us denote:

P(Q) +\/P(Q)? = 4(T(@) - )|
Q) = .
29|
The key of the proof is to understand the graphical interpretation of h(£2) and F(Q2). Indeed:

F(

e 1/h(Q) is the (unique) solution of the equation g(t) := |Q_;| — 7t? in [0,7(2)],

e 1/F(Q) is the smallest solution of the equation f(t) := |Q| — P(Q)t + T(Q)t? — «t? in [0,7(2)],
where () is the inradius of .

The number of sides of the inner sets €2; of a polygon is decreasing with respect to t > 0. Actually,
the function t € [0,rq] — n(t) (where n(t) is the number of sides of Q_;) is a piece-wise constant
decreasing function. We introduce the sequence 0 =ty < t; < ... < ty = r(Q2), where N € N* such

that:
Vk € [[O,N — 1]]7Vt S [tk,tk+1) n(t) = n(O) — k.

Let us take t € [0,7(Q)] and a k € [1, N]. We have:
|th| - (t - tk)P(Q*tJJ + (t - tk)QT(Q*tIJ = ‘Q*tk—l‘ - (tk - tkfl)P(Q*tk—l) + (tk - tk?*l)ZT(Q*tk)
(= ) (POt ) — 2t — o) T(Qgy ) + (E— 8)*T(Q,)
> ‘Q_tk—l‘ - (t - tk_l)P(Q_tk—l) + (t - tk—l)QT(Q—tk71)’
where we used Steiner formulas for inner convex polygons for the first equality and the fact that

T(Q_y,_,) <T(Q_y,) for the inequality (see [122] Section 5.]). By straightforward induction we show
that for every k € [1, N], one has:

vt € [0,7(2)], 190, | — (t —t)P(Q_y,) + (t = t1)°T(Q_y,) > |9 — tP(Q) + 2T(Q). (2.9)
Now, let us take k € [0, N] and ¢ € [tx, trt1). We have:
9(8) 5= [0 = T8 = (D)ol — T8 = Q0] — (t— B)P@-) + (¢ — 8T, — 7t

> |Q — tP(Q) 4+ *T(Q) — mt* =: f(t),

where equality g(¢t) = f(t) holds only on [0, ¢;].
Finally
vte (t,r(Q),  g(t) > f(1)
where equality holds only on [0,¢1]. This tells us that 1/k(£2), the first zero of g on [0, r(£2)], is actually
larger than 1/F(Q), the first zero of f, with equality if and only if the first zero of g is in [0, ¢1], which

is the case if and only when the polygon  is Cheeger-regular (see [122] Theorem 3.]). This ends the
proof. O
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Since inequality is quite easy to obtain for Cheeger regular polygons (because in this case we
have an explicit formula for the Cheeger constant in terms of the perimeter, the area and the inner
angles), it is natural when dealing with general polygons to try to come back the latter case of Cheeger
regular ones. The following Lemma shows how to deform a given polygon to a Cheeger regular with
while preserving its Cheeger constant, increasing its perimeter and decreasing its area, this allows as
shown in Step 2 of Section to prove inequality for the case of general polygons.

Lemma 5. Let Q be a polygon. There exists a Cheeger-reqular polygon €0 such that: Q| > |S~2|, P(Q) <
P(Q) and h(Q) = h(Q).

Proof. If Q) is Cheeger regular we take Q=0Q. Let Q be a Cheeger irregular polygon. We give an
algorithm of deforming €2 into a Cheeger regular polygon with the same Cheeger set (thus also the
same Cheeger value), larger perimeter and smaller area.

Since Q) is Cheeger irregular, there exists three consecutive vertices that we denote X, Y and Z
such that at least one (may be both) of the sides XY and Y Z does not touch the Cheeger set Cq,.

First step: using parallel chord movements

We begin by the case where both the sides XY and YZ does not touch Cn. We use a parallel
chord movement. More precisely, we move Y along the line passing through Y and being parallel to
the line (X Z). This way, the volume is preserved, and the perimeter must increase when moving Y
away from the perpendicular bisector of [X Z] (which is possible at least in one direction). We assume
without loss of generality that the direction which increases the perimeter is from Z to X (see Figure
. We then move Y until one the following cases occurs:

1. (XY) becomes colinear to the other side of extremity X.

2. [Y Z] touches the boundary of Cq.

Figure 2.3: Case 1 on the left and case 2 on the right.

In both cases, the number of sides that do not touch dCq is diminished by one, while the area and
the Cheeger constant are conserved and the perimeter is increased.
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We iterate the latter process for all vertices which are extremities of two sides that do not touch
0Cq, since the number of vertices is finite, in a finite number of steps we obtain a polygon where there
are no consecutive sides that do not touch 0Cq.

Second step: rotating the remaining sides

The second step is to "rotate” the remaining sides that do not touch dCgq in such a way to make
them touch it (see Figure , in order to get a Cheeger-regular polygon with the same Cheeger
constant, larger perimeter and smaller area. This kind of deformations was inspired from the work of
D. Bucur and I. Fragala .

We denote by aq,as € (0,7) the inner angles of the polygon € respectively associated to the vertices
X and Y, O the mid-point of the side [XY], ¢t the angle of our "rotation” and X; and Y; the vertices
of the obtained polygon Q; (see Figure .

/
/

Figure 2.4: Rotation of the free side along its midpoint.

Without loss of generality, we assume that as > a7 and ¢t > 0. It is classical that 2 and £2; have
the same Cheeger constant, moreover if the side [XY] is not touching 0Cq, then a1 +ag > 7 (see
Section 5]).

By using the sinus formula on triangles OX X; and OYY;, we have:

_ sin t _ sin a1
AXy = asin(al—t) and OX; = asin(al—t)

_ sin t _ sin ao
BY: = asin(ag-i-t) and OYt - asin(a2+t)

where ¢ := OX = XY/2.
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Moreover, if we denote by Spxx, and Spoyy, the areas of the triangles OX X; and OYY;, we have:

12| — |92 Soxx, — Sovv,

1 1
= §OX X OXt sint — §OY X O)/;L sint

a2 sin o sin aip .
= — - - — sint
2 \sin(a; —t) sin(ag + 1)

a?sin? tsin(ag + )

2sin(ay — t) sin(ag +1t) —

because t > 0, a1 —t,as +t € [0,7] and a1 + as € [, 27], because ) is a convex polygon and the side
[XY] does not touch Cq (see [122, Section 5]).

For the perimeters, we have:

P(Q) — P(Q) = XX;+0X,+0Y,- XY -YY,
sint sin o sin g sint
- (sin(oq —t)  sin(ag —t) sin(ag +1t)  sin(ag + t))
sint+sinay  sin ag —sint
- ( sin(ay — t) sin(ag + t) )

B QSin(o‘1+t)cos( t) N QSm(
- QSin( zt)cos( 2t) 25111( 2+t)005(°‘2+t)

2
Si a1+t si a—t
=aq Tn(aQ_t) _ %n(a2+t) 20
sm( L ) sm( L )
Finally, in a finite number of steps, we get a Cheeger-regular polygon ) such that: |Q] > |§~2\,
P(Q) < P(Q) and h(Q) = h(Q).

O

Let us now recall the definition of a radial function: let € be a starlike planar domain that contains
the origin O. We define the radial function fo : R — R of  as follows:

Vo eR, fao(f )—sup{t>0 \ t(cos@) EQ}.
sin 6

In the following Lemma we give some quantitative estimates for the Cheeger constant and area via
radial functions, that will be used in the fourth step of Section [2.3.2

Lemma 6. Take )y and Qa two starlike planar domains with radial functions f1 and fa such that
fi1, fa > ro, where ro > 0.
We have:

L [h() = h()] < & % i = fall.

2 |191] = [Q2]] < 7 x max([ filloo, [lf2lloo) X 1f+ = f2ll

Proof. 1. The proof of this assertion inspired from [59, Proposition 1].
We denote d = || f1 — fa]|oo, we have (1 +d/rg)f1 > (fa —d) + d = fo, thus:

_
1+d/7’0

d 2d

h(91)§h< 92)2(1+d> () < h(Sk) + h(B) = () + 75,
To To
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where B, is the disk of radius 7.

By similar arguments we obtain:

2d

To
which proves the announced inequality.

2. We have

il = il = 5 x| [ (70) - F2o)ap

= %/ ﬂ(|f1(0)| + | f2(0)]) x [f1(0) — f2(6)|d0
0

< xmax([| fifleo, [1f2lloo) > [[f1 = falloo

2.3 Proof of the main results

2.3.1 Proof of inequality ({2.5)

The proof is done in four steps:

Step 1: Cheeger-regular polygons

Even-though the inequality was already known in this case, we briefly recall the proof for sake of
completeness.

Since 2 is a Cheeger-regular polygon, by Theorem[J] we dispose of an explicit formula of its Cheeger
constant, we then just have to use Theorem [7] to conclude.

We write:
P(Q)?
by PO VPO)2 = 4(1(2) - )| N Py + \/P(Q)2 4 (5aF =) 1 P(Q) + /3]
= 200 . 200 L
Step 2: General polygons
By Lemma [5| there exists  a Cheeger-regular polygon such that: |Q| < \(~2|, P(Q) = P(ﬁ) and
h(Q) = h(Q).
Then, we get:
P (§> Ty am ’ﬁ’ P(Q) T PQ) 7 P(Q) + /4x|Q]
h(Q) = h(Q) = + > = .

Tl e g o MV 200

Step 3: General convex sets

By density of the polygons in X? and the continuity of the area, perimeter and Cheeger constant
for the Hausdorff distance, we show that the inequality holds for general convex sets.

Step 4: Equality for sets that are homothetical to their form bodies

If Q is homothetical to its form body (which is in the case of circumscribed polygons), we have by
using [164} (7.168)] and equality 1r(Q)P(Q2) = |Q|:

VEe[0,r(Q)), |9 = <1 - r(tQ)) Q] = Q| — P(Q)t +

P(Q)?
49|
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Thus, by using Theorem [8| we obtain the equality:

P(Q) + /4710

M=)

(2.10)

2.3.2 Proof of the second assertion of Theorem [5| (convex sets)

As explained in the introduction, inequalities (2.3]) and (2.5 imply that

1
D;CC{(ar,y) | >x9 and 2m+ﬁ§y§x}.

It remains to prove the reverse inclusion. The proof follows the following steps:

1. We explicit a continuous family (S,),>p(s) of convex bodies which fill the upper boundary of
the diagram.

2. We explicit a continuous family (Ly),>p(p) of convex bodies which fill the lower boundary of the
diagram.

3. We use the latter domains to construct (via Minkowski sums) a family of continuous paths
(I'p)p>p(B) Which relate upper domains to lower ones. By continuously increasing the perimeter,
we show that we are able to cover all the area between the upper and lower boundaries.

Step 1: The upper boundary of the diagram:

The upper boundary corresponds to domains which are Cheeger of themselves, which means that
Cq = Q. Tt is shown in [122, Theorem 2] that stadiums (i.e. the convex hull of two identical disks) are
Cheeger of themselves, we then use them to fill the upper boundary {(z,z) | * > P(B)}.

Let us consider the family of stadiums (Q¢):>0 given by convex hulls of the balls of unit radius

centred in 0(0,0) and O4(0,t) rescaled so as |Q¢| = 1. The function ¢ € [0,400) —> P(Q:) = ?/(%

is continuous and strictly increasing. Thus, we have by the intermediate values Theorem:

{(P(Q0), Q) | t >0} = {(P(Q:), P(Q1)) | t > 0} = {(z,2) | « > P(B)}.
Step 2: The lower boundary of the diagram:

Since equality holds for sets that are homothetical to their form bodies, we use such domains
to fill the lower boundary.

Let us consider the family (Cg)g>2 of the so-called symmetrical cup-bodies, which are given by
convex hulls of the unit ball ( centred in O(0,0) of radius 1) and the points of coordinates (—d/2,0)
and (d/2,0) rescaled so as |Cy| = 1. By using formulae (7) and (8) of |[113], we have for every d > 2:

P(Cy) = 2\/\/ > -1+ 2arcsin§.

The function d € [2,4+00) — P(Cy) = 2\/\/ d?>—1+ 2arcsin% is continuous and strictly increasing,
this shows by the intermediate values Theorem that:

{(P(Ca),h(C)) | d =2} = {(P(C), P(C)/2+ V) | d = 2} = {(w,2/2 + V7) | 2 = P(B)}.

Step 3: Continuous paths:

Since the functions ¢ € [0, +00) — P(Q¢) = 3/(%2 and d € [2,+0) — P(Cy) = 2\/\/d2 — 1+ 2arcsin 2

are continuous and strictly increasing, we have that for every p > P(B) there exists a unique
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(tp,dp) € [0,+00) x [2,400) such that P(Q;,) = P(Cq,) = p: from now on we denote S, := Qy,
and L, := Cy,,.

For every p > P(B), we introduce the closed and continuous path T'), :

r, : [0,3] — R?
(P(K}), h(K})) if t € [0,1],
t (t—1)P(B)+ (2—t)p,(t —1)P(B) + (2 —t)(p/2 + V7)) if t € [1,2],
((t—=2)P(B)+ (3 —t)p, (t—2)P(B)+ (3 —1t)p)) ift € [2,3],
where

it S+ (A -1L, 2
= 1.
T VIS, + (=1L
The application t € [0,1] — ¢S, + (1 — )L, € (K?,d*) is continuous and since the measure is
continuous for the Hausdorff distance, we deduce that ¢ € [0,1] — K}, € (K},d") is continuous,

thus by continuity of the perimeter and the Cheeger constant for the Hausdorff distance, the path
t €10,3] — I',(t) € R? is a continuous curve.

Since the diameters of L, and S, are colinear, we can use the results of steps 1. and 3. of the proof
of [ftouhi], thus we have

vt € [0, 1], 123 < P(K!) <p. (2.11)
Step 4: Stability of the paths:
Now, we prove a continuity result on the paths (Fp)p>P(B): let us take pg > P(B) and € > 0, we
show that: -
Ja: > 0,Yp € (po — e, po + ) N[P(B), +00), sup, [ Tp(t) =Ty () || < e (2.12)
t€[0,3

Let us take p € [P(B),po + 1], with straightforward computations we have that for every ¢ € [1, 3]:
_ < _ .
T3 ~ Ty (0] < 20— pol —> 0

The remaining case (¢ € [0, 1]) requires more computations. For every ¢ € [0, 1], we have

2

Cpo>0

75 () = Tpo (W)]] < [P(K) — Py )| + [h(E) — h(Ky,)| < (27T + w) A" (K, Ky, ).

Indeed, we used:

e for the term with perimeters

2m 2m
/ ey = / hics,
0 0

e the first assertion of Lemma |§| for the term with the Cheeger constants, with the sets Kf) and
Kfm that we assume to contain the origin O and whose radial functions are denoted f, +, fp,,¢-

2

|P(K}) — P(K,)| =

<2m x HhK; — hKf:o

=2r x d" (K}, K}),

‘ o0

h(K!) — h(K! )| < - ~ (byL
[h(K}) — h( po)l_min(r(Ké)’r(Ké))g X || fpt = frotlloo  (by Lemmalg)
< 2 5 X 1 p.tlloo | fpo.tlloc 5 x d? (K, KL )  (by [37, Proposition 2))
" min (T(KZQ),T(K;))) min (r(Ké),r(Klﬁ)) prpo
1)6 Q P(Q
< wdH(K;K;O) (we used () > P|(Q) (see [40]) and || f]lo < d(Q) < (?).
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Moreover, we have:

A (Kh K, = hag = hic,

(1-— t)tho + thspo (1 —=1t)hg, +ths,
VIA =)Ly, +1Sp| /(1= t)L, + £S5

< (1 7t) hLPO o h'Lp
; \/‘(1 B t)Lpo + tSpo| \/l(l - t)Lp + tSpl 00

4t | hSPo _ hsp

0 0Ly + 155 V10— 0L, 1 15,1 |
1
< h —h h —h
< ==y (s~ sl + b, b))
1 1
+ (|| +||n -
(H SpoHoo H Lpo”oo) |\/|(1—t)Lp+tSp| \/l(l_t)Lpo +tSp0|

< (dH(Spoa Sp) + dH(me Lp))

+ (Hhspo Hoo + HhLPO Hoo) X ’ |(1 B t)Lp + tSP' - ‘(1 - t)Lpo +t5p0|
< (d"(Spy, Sp) +d™ (Lp,, Lp))

2
+ (Hhspo Hoo + HhLm ||oo) x Z |Wk(LP’ SP) - Wk(L;Do?SPO)‘ .
k=0

G(p,po) — 0
P—>PQ

Finally, we deduce that lim sup | I',(t) — 'y, (¢)|| = 0, which proves (2.12)).
P=P0 ¢e(0,3]

Step 5: Conclusion:

Now that we proved that the boundaries {(z,z) | = > P(B)} and {(z,z/2 4+ /7) | = >
P(B)} are included in the diagram Dy, it remains to show that it is also the case for the set of
points contained between them. We argue by contradiction, assuming that there exists A(xa,y4) €
{(z,y) | ®>zp and =z/2+4 /7 <y <z}, such that A ¢ Dye.

We consider the function ¢4 : p € [P(B),+00) — ind(T',, A), where ind(T',, A) is the index of A
with respect to I',, (also called the winding number of the closed curve I', around the point A).

e By Step 3 and continuity of the index, the function ¢4 is constant on [P(B),400).

e By the first inequality of (2.11), for every p < x4 the point A is in the exterior of I', thus
pa(p) =0.

e On the other hand, By the second inequality of (2.11)), for every p > 2x 4, the point A is in the
exterior of T'p, thus ¢4 (p) # 0.

By the last three points we get a contradiction, thus A € Dy2. Finally, we get the equality

1
D)c2—{(l”7y) | ©>x9 and 2$+ﬁ§y§$}-
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2.3.3 Proof of the first assertion of Theorem [5| (simply connected sets)

By inequalities (2.3)) and (2.4)) we have
Ds2 C {(zo,z0)}U{(z,y) | 2>z and O0<y<z}.

We have (29, z0) = (P(B),h(B)) € 8% Take (p,{) € {(z,y) | *>z¢ and 0<y <z}, let us
prove that there exists a simply connected domain © C R? of unit area such that P(Q) = p and
h(Y) = ¢.

If ¢ > p/2 + /7, then by the second assertion of Theorem [5| there exists a convex (thus simply
connected) domain satisfying the latter properties. Now, let us assume ¢ < p/2 + /7: we take L, as
in the proof of the second assertion of Theorem [5| to be the convex hull of a disk and a point outside
it such that h(L,) = ¢ and |L,| = 1. As shown in Figure it is possible to continuously deform L,
in such a way to increase its perimeter while keeping constant its area and its Cheeger constant, thus
there exists a simply connected set Lj, such that |L,| = 1, P(L;) = p and h(L;) = ¢, which means
that (p,¢) € Ds.

Finally, we obtain the equality
Ds2 = {(zg,2z0)} U{(z,y) | 2>29 and O0<y<az}.

Figure 2.5: Tailed domain L; with the same area and Cheeger set and higher perimeter.

2.3.4 Proof of inequality ([2.7))

This is a quite direct application of Lemma 4] and the inequality 7°(€2) > N tan % (see Theorem .
Indeed, for any €2 € Py, one has:

() +/P(9)? )—w)\m P(Q) +/P()? +4(r — N tan )|

h(2) < F(Q) 2|Q‘ 30
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The first inequality is an equality if and only if €2 is Cheeger-regular and the second one is an equality

if and only if T'(Q2) = N tan %, which is equivalent to a; = ... = ay = %w.

2.3.5 Proof of Theorem
IfN =3

We have by (2.6)):
P(Q
v € Ps, VIQR() = 5 (|S§| + /T,

thus we have the inclusion: .
Dy C {(z,§+ﬁ) ‘ x> P(Rg)}.
The reverse inclusion is shown by considering for example the family (7;;)g>1 of isosceles triangles of
vertices Xy (O, @), Yy (%,0) and Zy4 (—%,0).
We have for every d > 1:

P(T, d++/d?
P(R3) =x1 < xq:= \/(% = :1/4\/—53 d~>—+>oo +00
2

P(T, 2
h(Rs) =1 < ya 1= 2 (I;j\ +ﬁ:%+ﬁd—>—+>m +oo,

where inequalities z1 < x4 and y; < yg are consequences of the isoperimetric inequality for triangles.
This shows by using the intermediate value Theorem, that:

{ (liiﬁ‘j)QJTd'l/Qh(Td)) | d> 1} ={(zg,yq) | d > 1} = {(x,g+ﬁ) ’ T > P(R3)} C Ds,

thus, we obtain the equality

Dy = {(z§+ﬁ) ‘ z> P(Rg)}.
If N is even
We have by inequalities (2.5 and (2.7)):

Dy € {(@.y) |2 > P(Ry) and 5+ VA<y<fn(a)},

/22 +4(7—N tan &
where fy :z € [P(Ry),+00) —> anVihs (;T tan %)
It remains to prove the reverse inclusion: we are able to provide explicit families of elements of Py

that respectively fill the upper and lower boundaries of Dy and then use those domains to construct
continuous paths that fill the diagram.

Step 1: The upper boundary:

We recall that inequality is an equality if and only if 2 is Cheeger-regular and all its angles are
equal to (N —2)7/N. A natural family of N-gons that satisfy those two properties is the one obtained
by elongating two parallel sides of Ry (the regular N-gon of unit area). Note that the existence of
two parallel sides is due to the fact that N is even. We parameterize this family via the diameters of
its elements and denote it (Us)s>a(ry)-

Since the map & € [P(Ry),+00) — Us € (Py,d") is continuous, the perimeter and area are
continuous for the Hausdorff distance d*, P(Uy(gy)) = P(Rn) and

P(UJ) P(U(;) 20 2 )
- = = 52 2.1
[Us[/2 = 5172 < d(Ry)2 = 672 x d(RN)2  d(Ra)2 " soroe 00 (2.13)
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we deduce by the intermediate values Theorem that

P(Us,)

Vp> P(Ryn),36p > d(Rn), [0, 1/

Moreover, the sets (Us) are Cheeger-regular and have all angles equal to (N —2)7/N, thus they all
realise equality in (2.7)) :

Us|"/*h(Us) =

P(U5)+\/P(U5)2+4(W—Ntan Z)|Us| (p(U6)>
= fy :

2|Us['/2 VIUs|

Finally, we deduce that the upper boundary of Dy is given by the set of points {(x, In (x)) | = >
P(Ry)}.
Step 2: The lower boundary:

As for the upper boundary’s case we construct a continuous family of N-gons (Vs)s>a(ry), such
that Vyry) = Ry and d(Vs) = 0 for every § > d(Ry). We assume that the diameter of Ry is given by
[OA], where O = (0,0) and A = (d(Ry),0) and denote By its incircle (see Figure[2.6) and My, ..., My
its vertices.

Take ¢ > d(Ry), we denote As = (6,0) and (As), (Af) the lines passing through As which are
tangent to By. The line (As) (resp. (As)) cuts the boundary of Ry in two points: we denote M,fé
(resp. M} _;, 1) the farthest one from As (see Figure , where k5 € [1, N/2] such that 2ks — 2 is
the number of vertices of Ry that are in the region given by the convex cone delimited by (As) and
(A%). We then define Vs as the (convex) polygon whose vertices are given by:

M} =M, =0,

M) =M;, forallke[2ks—1]
M) =..= M%

My,

MY =..=M}
%.},.1 N+2—ks

:A6

M} =M; forallke[5 +2,N—1]

Note that Vs has at most N sides and that it is a circumscribed polygon which means that it lays
on the lower boundary of the diagram Dy. We also, note that the applications § € [P(Ry), +00) —
M} € R? are continuous and thus it is also the case for § € [P(Ry),+00) — V5 € (Py,d). Then,

.. . . P(Vs) _
by similar estimates than (2.13)) we get that 5211100 Vi =

given by the set of points {(z,z/2+ \/7) | > P(Rn)}.

400, thus the lower boundary of Dy is

Step 3: Continuous paths:

Now that we have two families (Us) and (Vj) of extremal shapes, it remains to define continuous
paths that relates the upper domains to the lower ones and fill the whole diagram. Unfortunately,
unlike for the case of the class K2, one cannot use Minkowski sums as they increase the number of
sides and thus could give polygons that are not in the class Py, we will then construct the paths paths
by continuously mapping the lower and upper polygons vertices.

We assume without loss of generality that as for Vs the diameter of Uy is given by OAs. We denote
by O = L‘ls,Lg,...,L‘]SV/%1 = A(;,L?v/27...,L‘]5\, the vertices of Us. For t € [0,1], we define Q¢ as the
polygon of vertices ((1 — )M +tL2) ke[i;n]- The polygon Q? is convex and included in the rectangle
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Figure 2.6: Construction of the circumscribed polygons Vs for N = 8.

(0;6) x (0;d(Ry)), thus we have the following inequality :

P(Q2) 26 _ 2 12
vt € [0,1], W 2 X BT = TR 512, (2.14)
For every 0 > d(Ry), we introduce the closed and continuous path ~; :
Y5 ¢ [Oa 3] — R?
5
(o, 1931/2(20) ) if ¢ € [0,1],
t — ((t —1)P(RN) + (2 = )%, (t=1)P(RN) + (2 — t) 57005 + ﬁ)) if t € [1,2],
((t=2P(Ry)+ G- OFES , (¢ = 2)P(RN) + (- O E5%) ifte 2,3,
Step 4: Stability of the paths:
Take dp > d(Ry) and € > 0, let us show that
Ja. >0,V € (6g — ac, 0o + a:) N [P(Ry), +00), sup || v5(t) — 75, (t) || < e. (2.15)

te[0,3]

Let us take 6 € [d(Ry), 6o + 1], with straightforward computations we have that for every ¢ € [1, 3]:
P(Us)  P(Us) ) 0
6—}(50

(6 = o0 < 2min |8 — )

PVs)  P(Vs)

Vs[1/2 Vs, |12

)
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Moreover, by the quantitative estimates of Section there exist constants C'(dg), C’(dg) > 0 depend-
ing only on d¢ such that for all § € [d(Ry),do + 1] and all ¢ € [0, 1]

P(Q)) PO

af 2~ k)2

15 (#) = 76, (] < + (19712 h(9) — |90 [V 2h(07)]|

< C00) x (IP(2]) = P@P)] +[124] - |

+ (@) — h(%")])

< O'(6) x i [[(1 = MY + ¢ — (1= )M 11|
e 1,

< C'(80) x max (||M — M°|| + ||} = L[)) — .
ie[1,N] 530

Finally, we deduce that lim sup | vs(t) — s, (¢)|| = 0, which proves (2.15).
6—=60 1€[0,3]

Step 5: Conclusion:

As for the case of convex sets, once we proved that the boundaries {(z, fx(z)) | = > P(Rn)}
and {(z,z/2 + /) | = > P(Rn)} are included in the diagram Dy, it remains to show that it
is also the case for the zone between them. We argue by contradiction, assuming that there exists
A(za,ya) € {(z,y) | ©>P(Ry) and z/2+ /T <y <z}, such that A ¢ Dy.

We consider the function ¢4 : 6 € [d(Rn),+00) — ind(vs, A), where ind(y,, A) is the index of A
with respect to 75 (also called the winding number pf the closed curve 5 around the point A).

e By Step 4 and the continuity of the index, the function 14 is constant on [P(Ry), +00).

e By the estimates above (step 4), for ¢ sufficiently close to dp the point A is in the interior of s,
thus ¥ 4(9) = 0.

e On the other hand, by inequality (2.14)), the point A is in the interior of v for sufficiently high
values of ¢, thus 14(J) # 0.

By the last three points we get a contradiction, thus A € Dy. Finally, we get the equality
1
Dy ={(@) | o2 PlRy) and Gt VE<ys iv).

If N is odd
By inequalities (2.5)) and , we have:
Dy C {(x,y) | x> P(Ry) and z/2 + /7 <y < fy(z)}.

Let us study the upper and lower boundaries of the diagram Dy .
Lower boundary:

Since N — 1 is even, we have by Section that:

{(x,m/? + \/77') | T > P(RN_l)} C Pn_1 C Pn.

It remains to prove that {(x,2/2 + /7) | € [P(R(N), P(Ry-1)]} C Pn. To do so, we continuously
move two consecutive sides of the polygon Ry so as to align them while keeping the polygon circum-
scribed, this gives us a continuous (for the Hausdorff distance) family (W;):cjo,1) of convex inscribed
polygons such that Wy = Ry and Wj is an element of Py_1, see Figure
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Figure 2.7: Construction of the circumscribed polygons W;.

Since the map t € [0,1] — W; € (K2,d") is continuous, the functionals perimeter, area and

Cheeger constant are continuous on (K2, d") and @(‘7‘%)' > P(Rn—1) (because of the polygonal isoperi-
1

metric inequality in Py_1), we have by the intermediate values Theorem:

{(.’E,.’L’/2+ \/77') ‘ T € [P(RN),P(RNfl)]} C {(\P;(%,\/ |Wt|h(Wt)> ) te [O, 1]} C Dy.

We finally have:
{(x,2/2+/7) | x € [P(R(N),+)} C Py.

Upper boundary:

Let us now study the upper boundary. We introduce the function

gy [P(Rn),4+00) — R (2.16)
p — sup{A(Q) | Q€ Py, [Q=1and P(Q)=p} '
First, let us prove that the problem sup {h(Q2) | @ € Py, || =1 and P(Q?) = p} admits a solution,
that we denote €, € Py.

Take (€2} )nen sequence of elements of Py such that || = 1 and P(Q) = p for every n € N which

satisfies
nll)g[_loo h(Q2y) =sup{h(Q) | Q € Py, [ =1and P(Q2) =p}.

Since the diameters of the sets (£2;)) are all bounded by p and the involved functionals are invariant
by translations, we may assume without loss of generality that there exist a fixed ball D C R? that
contains all the polygons Q7. Let us denote AT, ..., A}, the vertices of {27, the sequences (A7), ..., (AR,)
are bounded in R?, thus, by Bolzano-Weirstrass Theorem, there exist o : N — N strictly increasing
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and Ay, ..,Ay € R? such that lif}rl AZ(") = Aji. By elementary arguments of convex geometry
n—-+0oo
one shows that the points Aj, ..., Ay are the vertices of a convex polygon (2, which is also the limit

of (Q;‘,““)n for Hausdorff distance. By the continuity of the perimeter, the volume and the Cheeger
constant for the Hausdorff distance among convex sets, we have:

)= lim |07 =1

P(Q,) = lim P(Q5") =p

n—-+oo

h(Q,) = lim h(25™) =sup {n(Q) | Q € Py, [ =1and P(Q) = p}.

n—-oo

Finally, we conclude that €, € Py is a solution of the problem sup {h(Q2) | @ € Pn, Q=1 and P(Q2) = p}.
Next, let us prove the stated properties of the function gy .

1) The function gy is continuous

Let pg € [P(Ry), +0)

e We first show an superior limit inequality. Let (p,,),>1 real sequence converging to po such that

limsup h(Q,) = lm h(Q,,).

p—po n——+00
As the perimeter of (€, )nen+ is uniformly bounded, one may assume that the domains (€2, )nen-
are included in a fixed ball: then by similar arguments than above, (£, ) converges to a convex
polygon Q* € Py for the Hausdorff distance, up to a subsequence that we also denote p,, for
simplicity.
Again, by the continuity of the perimeter, the volume and the Cheeger constant for the Hausdorff
distance among convex sets, we have:

0] = T [0, =1
P@) = lim P(%,)= lm p,=p

h(Q*) = lim h(Q,,) = limsuph(Q)

n—+4oo P—po

Then by definition of gy (since Q* € Py, [Q2*] =1 and P(Q2*) = pp), we obtain:
gn(po) > h(Q*) = lim h(,,) =limsuph(2,) = limsup gn (p).
n—+oo pP—po p—po

e It remains to prove an inferior limit inequality. Let (p,),>1 be a real sequence converging to pg
such that:

lim inf = I n)-
iminf gy (p) = lm gn(pn)

By using parallel chord movements (see the proof of Lemma [5]), we can construct a sequence of
unit area polygons (K, ),>1 with at most N sides, converging to €, for Hausdorff distance such
that P(K,) = p, for sufficiently high values of n € N*.

By using the definition of gy one can write

Yn e N*,  gn(pn) > h(K,).

Passing to the limit, we get:

n—-+oo

1iprg;r;f gn(p) = lim gn(pn) 2 lm h(Kn) =) = gn(po)-

69



As a consequence we finally get lim gn(p) = gn(po), so gn is continuous on [P(Ry), +00).
P—Po

2) The function gy is strictly increasing

Let us assume by contradiction that g is not strictly increasing, then there exist pa > p1 > P(RN)
such that gn(p2) < gn(p1), and from the equality case in the polygonal isoperimetric inequality, we
necessarily have p; > P(Ry). Since g is continuous, it reaches its maximum on [P(Ry), p2] at a point
p* € (P(Ry),p2), that is to say

VQ € Py such that Q] =1 and P(Q) € [P(Rn),p2], h(Qp) = gn(p*) > k(). (2.17)

We note that gy (p*) > p*/2 4+ /7, indeed if it is not the case (i.e gn(p*) = p*/2 + /7) we have
for h >0:

gn(p*+h) > (p* +h)/24 VT >p* /24 VT =gn ("),
this contradicts the fact that gy admits a local maximum at p*.

(3.17) shows that €, is a local maximizer of the Cheeger constant between convex N-gons of unit
P )++/A7 [0 |

area. On the other hand, the fact that h(£,-) = gn(p*) > — . implies that €2,- is not a
P
circumscribed polygon. Let us now show that any non-circumscribed polygon 2 (ie. T(Q2) < 134(‘%)'2)

could be perturbed (while preserving the number of sides) in such a way to increase |Q[*/2h(Q).

We denote (¢;);e[1;n] the lengths of the sides of the polygon © and (c);ef1;n7 its inner angles and
denote

¢
ro = mi

TSy (7 ) Fan (5 - )

We distinguish two cases:

o If |Q| — roP(Q) + r3(T(2) — 7) > 0, this means by [122, Theorem 3] that there exists a side
of Q that does not touch the Cheeger set Cq or touch it in one point. We consider a parallel
displacement of this side as shown in Figure For ¢ > 0 sufficiently small, the polygons 2
and Q. have the same Cheeger set, thus we have |Q.['/2h(Q.) > |QY/2h(Q).

Figure 2.8: Parallel displacement of one side.

e On the other hand if |Q| — roP(Q) + 73(T(Q) — 7) < 0, then by [122, Theorem 3], the polygons
Q and Q. (for || sufficiently small) are Cheeger-regular and thus we have an explicit expression
of their Cheeger constants.

We have for |e| sufficiently small

. [1/2h(0,) = 0+ VPO — AT ~m] _ P(ga' . \/PFSJ)Z AT —m),

V1] -

(2.18)
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where we used T(Q2) = T(€).) for the last equality.

As stated in the proof of [50, Lemma 23] through elementary geometric arguments, we have

P(Q.) = P(Q)+( L R )xe,

tan a; 1 tan a; sina; 1 sin
|QE| = |Q|+£l XE+% <tani¢,;_1 +taI}a7¢) x €.
Thus :
2
1 1 1 1
P(Qs)z . (P(Q) + <tana,;_1 + tan a; + sin ;1 + sinai> X E)
|QE| |Q|+€1 XE"‘% (tanlal +tanla2> x e?

:PmF+PGD@< Lo,y o1 )—meoxa+0(d

|9 tanco;—1 tancq; sino;_1  sing; | e—0

W,

Let us show that there exists ¢ € [1; N] such that ¥; # 0. We assume by contradiction that
U,; =0 for every i € [1; N], we then have

N
Z%:m
=1

which is equivalent to

49 K1 1\ 49 & 1 49
PE) =) > (tanai + sinai) “PQ) " ; tan % P(Q) T@).

i=1

As stated in Theorem [7] this equality holds if and only if © is a circumscribed polygon, which
is not the case as assumed above. Thus, there exists i € [1; N] such that ¥; # 0, then by
performing a parallel displacement (in the suitable sense) of the i*! side, one is able to strictly
increase P(£2)/|Q|'/? which by increases |Q|'/2h(Q).

3) Comparison between gy and fy and asymptotic

e It is immediate by the inclusion Py_; C Py and inequality (2.7) that fy_1 < gnv < fny on
[P(Rn),+00).

e If we perform parallel displacement of one of the sides of the regular polygon Ry we obtain
a continuous (for Hausdorff distance) family of Cheeger regular polygons (£2:).c[o,c,) With the
same angles as Ry such that P(€.)|Q.]}/2 > P(Q)|Q'/? for every ¢ € (0,¢), this proves that
there exists by > P(Q4,)/|Q,|"/? > P(Ry) such that for every p € [P(Ry),by] we have

+/P2+4(7—N tan &)
gn(p) = == = fn(p).
e Let us prove that if € is a unit area polygon of N sides whose angles are all equal (to Sy := %w),
one has oN
PQ) < — (2.19)
tan 22

2

Let us assume that  C {y > 0} and its longest side is given by the segment [OA] where A(¢,0)
and ¢ > 0. Since N is odd and all the angles of €2 are equal, we deduce that there exists a unique
vertex B(xp,n) which is strictly higher (ie. has the largest ordinate) than all other vertices. We
can assume without loss of generality that zp > ¢/2. As shown in Figure by convexity of
), the line obtained by extending the left side of extremity B intersects the axis of abscissa in a
point C(z¢,0) such that z¢ <0.
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Figure 2.9: An N-gon with all angles equal to Sy.

We have

1 e S 4
= cotan—ﬁN = " =9 phd -9 048 o =
tan 2 2 wp—wzc Maep—xc) lrp—wxc) L

where the last inequality is a consequence of Spap < 1 (because OAB C Q) and xp — xz¢ >

Thus, we have the result
2N

P(Q) < NC< 5

tan

This proves that there is no polygon of unit area, N sides and perimeter larger than \/jzm
tan =5+

whose inner angles are all equal (to Sy).

Thus for every Q € Py such that || =1 and P(Q) > —22__ we have

BN
tan =+~

() +\/P(@)? )—w)|Q| P(Q) +/P(©@) 2 +4(r—Nian £

h(Q)

where the first inequality is ([2.7)) and the second (strict) one is a consequence of Theorem

We finally have that:
2N
Vp > ——, gn(p) < fn(p).

B
tan 2”

Since N > 4, we have

x+ \/x2—|—4(77— (N —1)tan ")

VI'ZP(RNfl), 2

= fnv-1(z) < gn(z) < fn(x).

Thus
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2.4 Numerical simulations

Since it does not seem to be easy to explicitly find the upper boundary of the diagram Dy when
N is odd, we perform some simulations in order to have an approximation of the function gy; we
numerically solve the following problems:

max {h(Q) | @ € Py, |Q=1and P() =po}, (2.20)

where pg € [P(Ry), +00).

2.4.1 Parameterization of the domains
we parameterize a polygon () via its vertices’ coordinates A (z1,41), ..., AN (TN, YN)-

e Let us first express the constraint of convexity in terms of the coordinates of the vertices of €.
It is classical that €2 is convex if and only if all the interior angles are less than or equal to 7. By
using the cross product (see [19] for example), this, is equivalent to the constraints

Cr(x1, .oy TN, Y1, o YN) 2= (Th—1 — Tk) (Wht1 — Y&) — (Wh—1 — &) (Trg1 — 21) <0,
for K =1,..., N, where we used the conventions Ag = Ay and Ay = A;.

e The volume and the perimeter of €2 are given by the following formulae

F@1, oyt o yn) = PQ) =0 V(@1 — 20)2 + Wt — U2

N
g(z1a---,$N7y1,---,yN) = |Q| = %’Zk:1(xkyk+1 *xk’—&-lyk)

e Finally, we introduce the function

_ h(€) if the polygon  does not have overlapping sides
O (@1 BN YL YUN) { -1 if the polygon €2 does have overlapping sides

where Q is the polygon of vertices A1(21,y1), ..., AN(Zn,yn). The Cheeger constant is computed
by using an open source code of Beniamin Bogosel [30] based on the results of [122].

We are now able to write the Problem (2.20) in the following form

sup ¢(x17"'7y1\7)a
(z1,...,yn ) ERZN
Vk e [1,N], Cilz1,...,xn,y1,--yn) <0,
f(wh o TN, Y1, ayN) = Po

g(l'l, <y TN Y1, 7yN) =1

2.4.2 Computation of the gradients

We want to use Matlab’s routine fmincon to solve the last problem, to do so we should compute the
gradients of the constraints C, f, g and the objective function ¢.

C, f, g are explicitly expressed via usual functions of (z1,...,yn), we then have by easy computa-
tions explicit formulae for the gradients. This is not the case for the objective function ¢. We use the
following shape derivative formula of the Cheeger constant proved in [153]:

R(Q,V) := lim h(€2) — M€Y 1

= — h())(V, n)dH?,
t—0 t ICal Jocanon () Vo)
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where V € R? — R? is a smooth perturbation, Q; = (Id + tV)(£2), n(x) is the normal to O at the
point « and is the curvature of 9f) at the point x.

Since €2 is a convex polygon and Cq is C™!, we have K2appa = 0 on 9Cq N ON. Thus, if we denote
Vi, and V,, the perturbations respectively associated to the variables z; and yy, where k € [1, N], we
have :

o h(Q
6;; (xh.“’xN’yl’“"yN) = _ﬁ facszﬂ6Q<V$k’n>dH1a
2] h(Q
B vt i) =~ [y Vo)

2.4.3 Results

In Figure [2.10, we plot the points corresponding to 1000 random convex pentagons and the points
corresponding to the optimal pentagons obtained for py € {P(Rs5) + 0.02 x k | k¥ € [1,100]}, in
addition to the curves representing Inequalities and . We note (as proved in Theorem |§[)
that for small values of pg, the points corresponding to the optimal domains are exactly located on
the curve of the function f5 (that represents inequality ) which is no longuer the case for those
corresponding to larger values of pg.

{| ® Random pentagons

x Upper pentagons

Circumscribed pentagons

Inequality (3)

Cheeger value
-
5
T

—— Inequality (5)

38 4 42 4.4 46 4.8 5 52 54 56 58
Perimeter

Figure 2.10: Blaschke-Santalé diagram of convex pentagons.
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We give in the Figure [2.11] a zoom on the upper boundary, where one notes that the points cor-
responding to the upper pentagons are at first exactly located on the red curve corresponding to
inequality and then come off and become strictly lower than it. We numerically note that the ab-
scissa bs introduced in the statement of Theorem@is indeed (as proven in the present paper) bounded

from above by

4.05

4.045

4.035

Cheeger constant

4.025

4.02

4.015

10

3w °

130

—— Inequality (5) < _

= Upper pentagons

4135 414 4.145 4.15 4.155 416 4.165 417 4.175
Perimeter

Figure 2.11: A zoom on the upper boundary.

Finally, we give the obtained optimal shapes for pg € {3.86,4,5}. We note that for larger values of
po the maximizers seem not to be Cheeger-regular.

Figure 2.12: Optimal pentagons obtained for py € {3.86,4,5}.
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Remark 3. Our numerical approach is validated by testing it on the cases for which we have a theoretical
description our the boundary, namely:

e The lower boundary of the diagrams Dy, where N > 3, which is given as stated in Theorem [§
by:
{(z,2/2+ V) | 2 > P(Rn)}

e The upper boundary of the diagrams Dy, where N is even, which is given as stated in Theorem
[@ by:
+ /22 +4(m — N tan §;
{(x):v Vi (27T anN)> ‘sz(RN)}.

In both cases, satisfying results were obtained.

2.5 Some applications

We give some applications of the results and ideas developed in this paper.

2.5.1 First application

One early result in the spirit of inequality (2.5) is due to R. Brooks and P. Waksman, see Theorem
below. It gives a lower estimate of the Cheeger constant of convex polygons, which we show to be a

consequence inequality ([2.5]).

Proposition 2. [48, Th 3.] If Q is a convex polygon, we denote Q* the (unique up to rigid motions)
circumscribed polygon which has the same area as 2 and whose angles are the same as those of ), then

h(Q) > h(Q¥) = VT(Q\/%‘/% (2.21)

with equality if and only if & = Q* (up to rigid motions).
Proof. We show inequality (2.5)) gives an alternative proof.

wey > PO VAT 2/OI/TE) +/ar0] _ JTE) + 7 _ YT+
R 200 V9l Ve

where we respectively used and for the first and second inequalities and the fact that Q*

has the same area and angles as Q for the last equality. By Theorem [7] the second inequality is an

equality if and only if € is circumscribed, in this case the first inequality becomes also an equality.
On the other hand, since * is an inscribed polygon, we have T'(Q*) = P(Q2*)2/(4/Q*|) (by Theorem

1) and h(Q) = PRI

2|Q*|
Thus:
VT (Q
VIE) +vm h(Q").
VI
This ends the proof. O
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2.5.2 Second application: on the stability of the Cheeger constant of polygons

We use inequality (2.5) and [52, Proposition 2.1] to give a quantitative version of the Faber-Krahn
type inequality for convex polygons:

Proposition 3. Take N > 3. There exists a positive constant Cn such that for every conver unit area
N-gon Q there exists a rigid motion p of R? such that

h(Q)? = h(Qy)? > Cnd™ (2, p(2y))”. (2.22)
Proof. Take N > 3 and a N-gon (), we have by inequality
P(Q) <2(h(Q)—v7) and  P(Qn) =2(h(Qy) - V),
thus

P(Q)? - P(Qn)?

IN

A(h(Q) — v/m)? = 4(h(Qx) — V7)°
A(h(Q)? — h(Ow)? — 2/ (H(Q) — h(O)))

< 4(h(Q)* — h(QN)?),

where the last inequality is a consequence of the polygonal Faber-Krahn type inequality h(2) > h(Qn).

On the other hand, it is proved in [52, Proposition 2.1], that there exists Cy > 0 depending only
on N such that

P(Q)? = P(Qn)? = 4Cnd™ (2, p(),
combining with the latest inequality we get the announced result. O
Remark 4. The quantitative inequality (2.22)) shows in particular the stability of the Cheeger constant
in the neighborhood of regular polygons between convex polygons with the same number of sides, in
the sense that if the Cheeger constant of a convex polygon is close to the one of the unit area regular

polygon with the same number of sides, then the polygon looks (up to rigid motions) like the latter one.
A similar result can be obtained for non convex N-gons, see [55].
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Chapter 3

Blaschke-Santalé diagrams for the
volume, the perimeter and the first
Dirichlet eigenvalue

This chapter is a reprint of the paper Blaschke-Santalé diagram for volume, perimeter and
first Dirichlet eigenvalue [92], in collaboration with Jimmy Lamboley, accepted for publication in
SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis.

Abstract

We are interested in the study of Blaschke-Santalé diagrams describing the possible inequalities in-
volving the first Dirichlet eigenvalue, the perimeter and the volume, for different classes of sets. We
give a complete description of the diagram for the class of open sets in R?, basically showing that
the isoperimetric and Faber-Krahn inequalities form a complete system of inequalities for these three
quantities. We also give some qualitative results for the Blaschke-Santalé diagram for the class of
planar convex domains: we prove that in this case the diagram can be described as the set of points
contained between the graphs of two continuous and increasing functions. This shows in particular
that the diagram is simply connected, and even horizontally and vertically convex. We also prove that
the shapes that fill the upper part of the boundary of the diagram are smooth (C':!), while those on
the lower one are polygons (except for the ball). Finally, we perform some numerical simulations in
order to have an idea on the shape of the diagram; we deduce both from theoretical and numerical
results some new conjectures about geometrical inequalities involving the functionals under study in
this paper.

3.1 Introduction

In this paper, we are interested in describing all possible geometrical inequalities that are invariant
under homotheties and involving the three following quantities: the volume, the perimeter, and the
first Dirichlet eigenvalue of a given shape.

A Blaschke-Santal6 diagram is a tool that allows to visualize all possible inequalities between three
quantities depending on the shape of a set: it was named as a reference to |28] and [163], where the
authors were looking for the description of inequalities involving three geometrical quantities for a given
convex set. Usually in convex geometry, Blaschke-Santalé diagrams are studied for purely geometrical
fuctionals. We refer to [110] for more details and to |26} |70, [71] for some recent results in this purely
geometrical setting.

78



More recently, some interest has grown for geometrical inequalities involving the spectral quantities
of a given shape Q C R?, like the eigenvalues of the Laplacian on the set € with Dirichlet boundary
conditions on 9€): therefore, the approach by Blaschke-Santalé diagrams has been applied in this
context, see for example [49] and [13], see also [24} [138].

In the present paper, we propose to study an example mixing geometric and spectral quantities.
In order to be more precise, let us define the Blaschke-Santalé diagrams we are interested in in this
paper: given C a class of open sets of R%, we define

De = {(x,y) € R?, 3Q € C such that | =1,P(Q) = 2,\(Q) = y}
= {(P@.M@), 2ec, 0 =1},

where Q2| denotes the volume of the set 2, P(2) = H4~1(9Q) is its perimeter, and A1 (€2) is its first
Dirichlet eigenvalue, which can be quickly defined with the following variational formulation:

/\V ?dx
A1(Q) := min { #&

U
/ uldx
Q

where H}(2) denotes the completion for the H!-norm of the space C2°(£2) of infinitely differentiable
functions of compact support in 2. We recall the following behavior with respect to homothety:

A1(Q)

2

,u€ Hy(2)\ {0} ¢, (3.1)

VE>0, M(Q)=

[t =t%Q| and P(tQ) =t11P(Q).

This allows us to give a scaling invariant formulation of the diagram: if C is a class of nonempty and
bounded open sets in R?, then

De = {(:E,y) € R%, 30 e C such that P(Q)/|Q\% =z, |Q|5)\1(Q) = y}

- {(W,mﬁmm), Qec}.
ks

We are now in position to state the first main result in this paper:

Theorem 10. Let O be the class of C™ open sets in R, we have:
Do = ((P(B), +00) x (M(B), +00) ) U{(P(B), \i(B))},
where B is a ball of volume 1.

Let us give a few comments on this result:

e the most famous inequalities in this framework are the isoperimetric and the Faber-Krahn in-
equalities, stating that

VQ € O such that |Q] =1, P(Q)>P(B) and A (Q) > A (B). (3.2)

In terms of the diagram, it says that Do is included in the “up-right” quadrant defined by the
point (P(B), A\1(B)). Theorem 10| asserts that the diagram is in fact exactly this quadrant (see
the next point for a discussion about whether the boundary of the quadrant should be included
or not in the diagram); in other words, inequalities given in are exhaustive in the sense that
any other inequality that is invariant with homotheties and only involves the three quantities

(P, A1,] - |) are already taken into account in (3.2]); we say that this is a complete system of
inequalities in the class O.
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e one could wonder why we chose to work with C'"*° domains: the main reason is that there are
several definitions of perimeter, that all agree for smooth enough sets (say Lipschitz sets) but
may disagree for nonsmooth sets. In the smooth framework, the equality cases in , up to
translations, occurs if and only if Q is the ball B (see for example [147, Section 2] and [120}
Example 2.11] respectively for the first and second inequalities). It explains why the boundary of
the quadrant (except the point (P(B), A1(B))) is not included in the diagram. Also, it shows that
Theorem is the strongest statement in the sense that for any subclass of Lipschitz domains
that contains C°°-domains, the diagram is the same.

However, when working with nonsmooth domains, equality in may happen for sets different
from a ball. If we choose to work with the De Giorgi’s perimeter for example, one has P(B) =
P(B\K), for any Borel set K with zero Lebesgue measure. On the other hand, for the Faber-
Krahn inequality, we have A\ (B) = A (B\K) as soon as K is a set of zero capacity, see for
example [106, Remark 3.2.2]. In remark [5| we deduce from Theorem [10|a full description of the
diagram for the class of non necessarily smooth sets when P is the perimeter of De Giorgi: this
description could be different for another definition of the perimeter, but as shown by Theorem
this can only affect the boundary of the diagram.

It is now natural to restrict the class of sets, so that the corresponding Blaschke-Santalé diagram
becomes more challenging to understand: a natural class that has been extensively studied in the purely
geometrical context is the class of planar convex sets. The Blaschke-Santalé diagram of (P, A1, ] - |) in
this specific case has been first numerically studied by P. Antunes and P. Freitas in [12]. We would like
to give a theoretical description of the diagram, in the same spirit of [49,26] . We obtain the following
main result:

Theorem 11. Let K? be the class of convex planar open sets:
K2 = {Q Cc R%, Q is convex and open}.

We denote ©9 = P(B) = 2\/m, where B is a disk of area 1. Then there exist two functions f :
[x0, +00) = R and g : [xg, +00) = R such that

1. the diagram Dy2 is made of all points in R? lying between the graphs of f and g, more precisely:
Dz = {(0,9) €%, w229 and f(z) <y < (o)}, (3.3)

2. the functions f and g are continuous and strictly increasing,

3. for every x > g, let Q € K? such that |Q = 1 and \(Q) = z, then

o if P(Q
e if P(Q

g(x), then Q is CH1,

) =
) = f(x), then Q is a polygon.

4. f(x) ~ 717—2:172, g(z) ~ ﬁxQ, f'(®o) =0 and limsupg(””iiiff") > 2u(B) <A1(3)72)'

T—00 z—o0 4 T—x0 = 37 ™
Let us comment about this result and its proof:

e this result gives a good understanding of the shape of the diagram Dy=: it says in particular that
it is simply connected, and even horizontally and vertically convex.

e in other words, the knowledge of f and g is enough to describe all possible (scaling invariant)
inequalities involving the three quantities (P, A1,] - |), in the class of convex sets of R?: these
functions quantify in which way one can improve inequalities if one knows that the shape
Q is convex, and not only just an open set.
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e of course, it is not expected to have an explicit formula for functions f and g. Up to our
knowledge, Theorem is one of the first qualitative and complete description of a Blaschke-
Santalé diagram while we do not have a good knowledge of the shapes that achieve the boundary
of the diagram. Compare with [24} [L38] where it is still an open problem whether the Blaschke-
Santalé diagram for the triplet (A1, 7,]| - |) where T denotes the torsional rigidity, is simply
connected (or horizontally and vertically convex, which is a stronger statement), both for the
class of open domains (see |24, Problem 3]) and for the class of convex domains (|138 Conjecture

2).

e the proof of the first two points in Theorem [11]is therefore the most involved part of this paper
(see also Section ; it relies in particular on a perturbation lemma (see Lemma [7)) among
convex sets and involving functionals P, A\; and | - |, which states that if we denote K7 the set of
planar convex domains with unit area endowed with the Hausdorff distance d?, then

1. the ball is the only local minimizer of the perimeter, as well as the only local minimizer of
A1, in (K%,dH)

2. however, there is no local maximizer of the perimeter in (K2, d), and no local maximizer
of A; that is C1L.

We believe this Lemma is interesting in itself; its second part is not easy to prove at all. It
uses the tools and results of shape optimization under convexity constraints studied in [132} 134,
133|]. It mainly explains the restriction to dimension 2. Up to our knowledge, the results given
in Theorem [11] or in Lemma [7| are open in dimension 3 or higher. We also denote K¢ the set of
convex open subsets of R? when d > 3, and Dy« denotes the associated Blaschke-Santalé diagram.
Notice that some results from Section are stated and proved in arbitrary dimensions (see
Propositions [4] and @ In Section we discuss the case of higher dimensions and conjecture
that as for the planar case, Dxa is given by the set of points contained between two continuous
and increasing curves, see Conjecture

e the third assertion provides some regularity (or non-regularity) properties for domains lying on
the boundary of the diagram. If follows from results of [134], see Corollary We note that
to be able to apply [134], we have to prove a Serrin’s type lemma on convex sets, where no
regularity assumption is made: see Lemma [§] which is given for arbitrary dimensions and is
rather interesting in itself. The C'! regularity of the upper optimal domains allows us to restrict
the fourth assertion of the perturbation Lemmal[7] to the case of smooth domains, which is easier
to prove, see also [130].

e though it is not expected to compute explicitly f and g, the last point in Theorem [L1]| provides
some results about the asymptotic behavior of f and g near +o0o and near zp = P(B), see
Proposition @ Corollary 5| (which are stated and proved in arbitrary dimensions), and Corollary
m (which is proved only in dimension 2). We actually provide an improvement to the result
f'(zg) = 0, which is the main novelty about these asymptotics: more precisely, investigating
the lower part of the diagram for = close to P(B) is related to the following question: for what
exponent o may we expect that there is an inequality of the form

A(Q2) = M(B) = ¢(P(Q) - P(B)®

for 2 € K2 close to the ball and for some ¢ > 0 independent of Q. We show in the second part
of Theorem that o must necessarily be greater or equal to 3/2 for such an inequality to be
valid, and we show evidence that such an inequality is likely to be true with o = 3/2 (see the
first part of Theorem [14] and Proposition [§]) even though we are not yet in position to prove it,
see Section Finally, we compare the conjectured inequality (with the exponent 3/2) with
the sharp quantitative Faber-Krahn inequality proved in [42], see Remark
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In the following section, we give a proof of Theorem In Section we focus on the case of
convex planar domains: we first recall theoretical information that was known about the diagram, and
provide numerical simulations. We then prove the main lemma about perturbation results in the class
of convex sets in R? (Lemma [7)), and then deduce that the boundary of the diagram is made of the
graph of two increasing and continuous functions (see Theorem7 and furthermore that the diagram
is simply connected (see Theorem . This eventually leads to the proof of Theorem We also
describe the asymptotics of f and g near +00 and zg, see Proposition [6] and Section In the last
Section, we discuss related problems and new possible conjectures.

3.2 Proof of Theorem [10]

As explained below the statement of Theorem the inclusion
Do C ((P(B),+oo) X (/\1(B),+oo)) U{(P(B),\(B))}

is due to the isoperimetric and Faber-Krahn inequalities with equality cases, see for example [147]
Section 2] and [120, Example 2.11]. It remains to show the reverse inclusion.

Step 1: we first show, using a homogenization strategy, that for any p € (0,400), there exists a
sequence (Qp,)nen of C™ open sets with unit area such that:

P@,) — P(B) (3.4)
and

Let n € N*, we cover R? by cubes (P");cn of size 2/n. From each cube P such that P! C B we

2
remove the ball T* of radius a4, centered at the center of the cube, where:

1
—d/(d—2) : od T .
adqn = {Cdn ) l'f d Z 35 and Cd — (m) if d Z 37
exp(—Cyn?) if d=2 Sim -

with wy classically denoting the volume of the unit ball.

We consider n sufficiently big so that ag, < % Let us define A, := B\ |J 7}*, Where I, := {i €
i€l
N | P*c B}
In order to preserve the total measure, we use the sets Q, = A, U |J (vqg + T;*) which are smooth
i€l
and with unit volume, where vy € R? is chosen such that BN |J (vq + T*) = 0 (see Figure .
i€l
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Figure 3.1: The domains €2,
We have:
P(Q,) = P(B) +2 x Card(L,) P(T{") < P(B) + Mn"ay,' — P(B),

n—oo

where M, dimensional constant.

Let A, : L?(B) — L*(B) be the resolvent operator of the Dirichlet Laplacian on A,, which
associates to f € L?(B) the unique solution u € Hg(A,,) to —Au = f, extended by zero outside A,,.

[58, Theorem 1.2] shows that, for every f € L?(B), A,(f) strongly converges to A(f) in L?(B),
where A is the resolvent operator of —A + p in H!(B) with Dirichlet boundary conditions on 9B.
In particular, in view of |[106, Theorem 2.3.2], the eigenvalues of A, converge to the corresponding
eigenvalue of A; as a consequence, we have lim A (A,) = A\ (B) + p. This implies lim A\ (9,) =

n——+00 n——+o00

Jm A(An) = A(B) + p.
Step 2: In this step, we analyze the effect on the perimeter and the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of adding
a flat ellipsoid to a given open set, rescaled so that the total volume remains 1.

Given Q a smooth open set of volume 1, as well as ¢ € (0,1) and o € (—o0,1], we consider

1
e = [(1 —e?)? Q} U E®% where E5® is a translated and rescaled version of

2 d
d ! 1 2
{(xl’-~-vxd) €R! | iy + e 2 < 1}
k=2

so that [(1 - Ed)% Q} N E=® = and |E=“| = . Note first that |25 = (1 — &) + ¢ = 1.
Then for every aw < 1 and ¢ € (0,1) we have by Faber-Krahn inequality:

By

)\1(E ’ ) >\ (EW

1
_ 2/d
) = |B1[* "\ (By) x =1

where Bj is a ball of unit radius.
Since [(1 — 5‘1)% Q] N E5* = (), we have that A\1(25%) = min (/\1((1 — sd)éQ),/\l(Es’o‘)) which
leads to the following fact:
()
(1—ed)2/d’
(3.6)

A1 (Q 1
if e is such that L{BQ < |B1|¥\ (By) x = then Ay (Q5%) = Ay ((1 - sd)éﬂ) =

(1 —ed)a
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On the other hand, given ¢ € (0,1), it is clear that the function a € (—oo,1] — P(Q5%) is
continuous, and we have

P! = P((1 —e)V/4Q) + P(ES") = (1 — D) VIP(Q) + 74¢%" and  P(Q7) — oo,

oa—r — 00
(3.7)
where 4 is the perimeter of the unit ball.

Conclusion: let > P(B) and y > A (B). We want to prove that there exists ) a smooth open set
of unit volume such that P(2) = 2 and A1(Q) = y. To that end, we use the previous steps, and will
adjust the parameters p € (0,400),n € N, € € (0,1), o € (—00, 1].

e First, we use step 1 above that leads to the existence of a sequence of open sets (§2,,)nen of unit
volume and such that P(Q,,) converges to P(B) and A1(2,,) converges to A1 (B) 4 p where p will
be chosen later.

e For each n € N, we then use the second step to obtain Q5% for € € (0,1) and o € (—o0,1]. We
notice now that

if A1(f2,) < y then one can find £, = £, (y) € (0,1) such that y = = cdyera
We therefore assume from now on that ;1 < y — A;(B) and n is large enough so that A\ (2,) < y.
By assuming also that p is close to y — A\1(B), we have \1(£2,,) as close to y as we want for n
large enough, and then clearly ¢, is close to 0.

2/d
In particular this implies M) < Bl E;‘I(Bl), so using (3.6)), this leads to

(1—ef)d ™
M%) = v,
independently of a € (—o0, 1].

e Finally, as we just noticed that one can assume &, as small as we want, and as P(£,) is close to
P(B) if n is large, the first formula in shows that P(Q¢»!) <, and therefore by continuity
of @ € (—00,1] = P(Q°"*) and using the second part of (3.7), we deduce that there exists «
such that P(Q5e) = x.

This concludes the proof.

Remark 5. As explained in the introduction (comments on Theorem@), if O is a class of open domains
that may contain nonsmooth sets, say for example the class of open subsets of R%, the diagram Do
depends on the choice of the perimeter. For example, if we consider the distributional (De Giorgi’s)
perimeter, we are able to prove

Do = ([P(B),+oo) x (/\1(B),+OO)) U{(P(B),\(B))},

which differs from Do as it contains the vertical half-line {(P(B),¢), ¢ > M\ (B)}.

o if we take Q € O such that \{(Q)) = A\ (B), then the H'-capacity of the symmetrical difference
QAB is equal to zero, which also implies that its d-dimensional Lebesgue measure is also equal to
zero. Thus since the distributional perimeter doesn’t detect sets with zero d-dimensional Lebesgue
measure we have P(Q) = P(B), and thus the horizontal half line (P(B),+00) x {A\1(B)} is not
in the diagram.

e On the other hand, if we take £ > A (B), we are able to construct a set K, € O with unit
measure such that P(K;) = P(B) and A\ (Ky) = £. Let us introduce ro,m1 > 0, such that:
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— 11 is the radius of the ball B C R? of unit measure.

— g is chosen such that A\; ({z € RY, ||z|| < ro}) = ¢, so in particular ro < r1.

One can then choose Ny € N* large enough so that

14

~vke[o, N =1L, i ({w e R, o+ M < g < o 4 BRI ) 5 g

We take
Ne—1

k(’l‘l — ’I“o)

o d _

K= U {oer ol =+ HOIY

We have M\ (K¢) = M ({z € R, |z|| < ro}) = ¢ and P(K,) = P(B), because the d-dimensional

Hausdorff measure of Ugial {z eR?, |z =ro+k x (r1 —r9)/N¢} is equal to zero and thus
not detected by the De Giorgi’s perimeter.

3.3 The case of convex domains

Finding estimates of A\ via geometric quantities is a question that has interested various communities.
If Theorem shows that Faber-Krahn and isoperimetric inequalities form a complete system of
inequalities in the case of open sets, this is no longer the case if one restricts the class of domains to
convex or simply connected ones. We focus in this section on the case of convex sets, see Section
for some comments on the case of simply connected sets.

3.3.1 Known inequalities and numerical simulations
Let us recall the well-known inequalities providing estimates of A1 in terms of perimeter and volume:

1. One early result in this direction is due to G. Polya who proved in [156] (1959) that for any

convex planar domain €2 one has:
72 [ P(Q)\?
MO < — | —=] . 3.8
@ <% (557) (3.5
This inequality actually holds for simply connected planar sets, see [154]. It is also sharp, as
equality is attained asymptotically by a family of vanishing thin rectangles. It is noticed in [119]
that Polya’s proof of inequality (3.8) holds for convex sets in higher dimensions, and the authors

extend it to a larger class of sets. Recently, a generalization for p € (1,+00) in the case of the
first p-Laplacian eigenvalue was obtained, see [69} 40].

2. Another classical result is proven by E. Makai in [141] (1960): it gives a lower estimate of the
fundamental frequency of a planar convex set €

72 (P(O)\°
M) > —=—=] . 3.9
(@ >3 (F57) (3.9
The inequality is sharp, as equality is attained asymptotically by a family of vanishing thin

triangles. This result was recently extended to higher dimensions by L. Brasco [39, Corollary
5.1.]: for d > 2, he proves:

Vo ekt () > (2%)2 (P|S|))>2, (3.10)

which is also sharp, as equality is attained asymptotically by a certain family of “collapsing

pyramids”. Note that [39] also generalizes such an inequality for the first p-Laplacian eigenvalue,
where p € (1,400).
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3. The Payne-Weinberger’s inequality [154] states that for every planar, open and simply connected

set ), one has: ,
1 P(Q)

A1(Q) — A (B) < \(B) <J12(j01) 1> (471_'9' 1) , (3.11)
where B is the disk of same measure as €} and J; is the Bessel function of the first kind of order
one and jo; is the first zero of the Bessel function of the first kind and of order zero. Moreover,
equality is achieved only when (2 is a disk. For large values of P(), this inequality is weaker
than (3.8). But for values of P(Q) close to P(B), provides a quantitative estimate of
the Faber-Krahn deficit A1 (£2) — A1(B) by the isoperimetric deficit. It shows in particular that
when the perimeter of €2 is close to the perimeter of the ball with the same measure, then the
eigenvalues are also close to each other. One can find results in the same spirit for convex domains
in arbitrary dimensions in 38}, |69).

The stated inequalities give an explicit region in R? which contains D2 and is, up to our knowledge,
the smallest known set containing Dy, see Figure [3.2]

160

—— Polya’s inequality
140

120 —— Makai’s inequality
100 —— Payne-Weinberger’s inequality

80

Eigenvalue

—— Faber-Krahn’s inequality

60

40

20

Perimeter

Figure 3.2: The smallest known domain that contains the diagram (in yellow).

In order to have an idea on the shape of D2, P. Antunes and P. Freitas [12] generated random
convex polygons of unit area and whose number of sides is between 3 and 8. In this paper, we first
get a slight improvement of the numerical diagram by generating 10° polygons whose numbers of sides
are between 3 and 30, see Figure [3:3] Note that the problem of generating convex polygons is rather
interesting in itself: in [162], one can find a brief introduction and an efficient method of generating
random convex polygons, the algorithm is based on a work of P. Valtr |[171]. We notice that with these
random polygons we get a quite good description of the lower boundary of the diagram, in contrast
with the upper part of the diagram part which seems more “sparse”. This may be explained by the
fact that the domains which lay on the lower boundary are polygons while those on the upper one are
smooth (see Corollary . We also notice:

e on one hand, that regular polygons lay on the lower boundary of the diagram as well as superequi-
lateral triangles (that is, an isosceles triangle whose aperture (angle between its two equal sides)
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is greater that m/3).

e on the other hand, that we expect thin stadiums (domains obtained by adding two half disks to
the extremities of a rectangle) to be a good approximation of domains describing the upper part
of the diagram: it is easy to prove that they realize asymptotically equality in , and they
are better candidates that any random polygons or shapes we have tested.

140

120

100

80

Eigenvalue

60

40

3.5 4 45 5 5.5 6 6.5 7 7.5
Perimeter

Figure 3.3: Blaschke-Santalé diagram obtained by generating 10° random convex polygons with at
most 30 edges.

By adding the latter special shapes to the diagram, one can obtain an improved version of Dy,
see Figure 3.4t indeed we note that thanks to Theorem [I3] we can say that it contains the surface
lying between the lowest points of the diagram (given by random polygons) and the one given by the
stadiums: this zone provides an improved numerical estimation of the diagram, see Figure

Actually, since the problem of theoretically finding the extremal shapes (those on the boundary
of the diagram) is most certainly challenging (see Section and actually likely unreachable, it is
interesting to try to provide numerical computation of optimal shapes. Then, once a precise description
of the upper and lower boundaries is obtained, from Theorem [IT] this implies a precise description of the
diagram. As mentioned before, we prove in Corollary [3] that the domains realizing the lower boundary
of the diagram are polygons while those realizing the upper one are quite smooth (C11): this suggests
that we should use two different shape optimization approaches. We refer to for a more detailed
numerical study of the optimal shapes describing the boundary of Dy2 and also a numerical study of
other Blaschke-Santal6 diagrams.
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o Random polygons

—— Stadiums

—— Superequilateral triangles

x Regular polygons

Eigenvalue

v Regular triangle

O Square

[ Biggest known domain contained in the diagram

Smallest known domain containing the diagram

Perimeter

Figure 3.4: An improved description of the diagram.

We note that by taking advantage of (3.2)), it is also classical to represent Blaschke-Santalé diagram
as subset of [0, 1]?, in our situation, this means to consider the set { (P(B)/P(Q), \1(B)/A1()) | Q€ K3},
see Figure [3.5] below.

1

o Random polygons
—— Stadiums
—— Superequilateral triangles
x Regular polygons
v Regular triangle
o0 Square
——Polya’s inequality
—— Makai’s inequality
—— Payne-Weinberger’s inequality
—— Faber-Krahn’s inequality
o Biggest known domain contained in the diagram

Smallest known domain containing the diagram

Figure 3.5: Blaschke-Santalé diagram represented in [0, 1]%.
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3.3.2 Proof of Theorem [11

As the proof of Theorem is quite involved, we proceed in several paragraphs: we first prove that
the diagram is closed and path-connected, which rely on the use of Hausdorff convergence and classical
results, see Proposition [df Then in Section [3.3.2] we state and prove the main perturbation lemma
(Lemma . With these preliminaries, we are in position to prove the four assertions of Theorem

1. see Theorem 3. see Corollary
2. see Theorem 4. see Proposition [6] and Corollaries [5] and [6]

where the proofs of Theorems[12] and [[3] are both using Lemmal[7] Finally, we note that, as their proofs
do not rely on the perturbation lemma, Propositions [f] and [ and Corollary [f] are stated and proved
for arbitrary dimension d > 2.

Strategy of proof of the first and second assertions of Theorem

Before detailing the proofs, let us first give a few comments on the strategy of proof of the first two
assertions of Theorem which are consequences of Lemmal[7} We decompose the proof into two main
steps (both steps use Lemma: in Theorem [12| we define f and g as the lower and upper parts of the
diagram (see and )7 and show that these functions are continuous and strictly increasing.
Then in Theorem [13| we show which implies that D2 is simply connected: as already mentioned
in the introduction the simple connectedness property of a Blaschke-Santalé diagram may be rather
complicated to prove. If we were able to find explicitly the extremal domains (those who are on the
upper and lower boundaries of the diagram) then we could use them to construct continuous paths via
Minkowski sums, relating the upper boundary to the lower one, and prove that this process fills all the
surface between the upper and lower curves (in fact it is because one can observe that these explicit
optimal sets have a continuous dependence in the abscissa x: this seems to be a difficult statement
to achieve without knowing explicitly these optimal shapes). In our situation, finding the explicit
extremal domains is at least very challenging (see Conjecture for example) and very likely impossible.
Nevertheless, we manage to overpass this difficulty and give a proof of the simple-connectedness of the
diagram without knowing the extremal sets (see the proof of Theorem : the proof is also based on
the construction of suitable Minkowski paths and the use of the perturbation Lemma [7] We believe
that our approach can be generalized and applied to other diagrams, in the sense that once a similar
perturbation lemma is achieved for a triplet of functionals (instead of (P, A1, |- |)), a similar strategy
can be used to obtain qualitative results for its Blaschke-Santal6 diagram.

The diagram is closed

We recall the following definition:

Definition 2. The Minkowski sum of two subsets X and Y of R is the set X +Y :={z+y, (z,y) €
X xY}.

Proposition 4. Take d > 2, the diagram Dica is a closed and connected by arcs subset of R?.

Proof. e Let (2, yn)n a sequence of elements of Dya converging to (x,y) in R2. Let us show that
(z,y) € Dxa.

We have, by definition, the existence of a sequence (£2,,),, of convex open sets such that

vn €N, [Q,[ =1, P(Q,) ==, and A () = yp.

We recall that for any © € K¢, one has the following inequality:

P(Q)dfl

d(2) < CdW7

(3.12)
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where d(2) denotes the diameter of  and Cy is a dimensional constant, see |77, Lemma 4.1].

In particular, the sequence (P(£2,))y is bounded (because it is convergent), since the sets (,,)n
are in Kf, by (8.12)), (d(2,))» is also bounded, and given that the considered functionals are
invariant by translation, we can assume that the domains (2,),, are contained in a bounded box.
Then by Blaschke selection Theorem (see for example [164, Th. 1.8.7]), there exists a convex
domain Q* such that (£2,,) converges up to a subsequence (for which we keep the notation (£2,,))
for the Hausdorff distance to Q*.

It is well known that the involved functionals (perimeter, volume and A1) are continuous for the
Hausdorff distance among convex bodies, see for example [164] and [108, Theorem 2.3.17]. So
we can write:

] = lim |0,] =1
n—-+0oo
P(Q)= lim P(,) =2z

and this concludes the proof.

e Take Qy,Q; € K¢, we denote € := \(l(it_)g?—ig?lll/d’ since t € [0,1] — (1—1)Q+tQ; € (K4, dH)

and the functionals (|- |, P, A1) are continuous for the Hausdorff distance, we have by composition
that ¢ € [0,1] — (P(), A1()) € Dya C R? is also continuous and relates € to ;.
O

Corollary 1. Take d > 2, for every p > P(B) and | > \1(B), the optimization problems
inf /sup {A\1(Q) / Q€ K% [Q] =1 and P(Q) =p} and inf/sup {P(Q) / Q€ K% |Q =1 and \(Q)
have solutions.

Proof. Take p > P(B), by inequalities (3.8)) and (3.10) and the positivity of A\; and the perimeter, we

have:
2

Vy € R such that (p,y) € Dxa, 0<y< %pz,

2d
Va € R such that (x,1) € Dya, 0<z<—I,
T

this implies that the supremum and infimum of {y / (p,y) € Dxa} (resp. {x / (z,1) € Dxa}) are

finite. If (yn)n (resp. (z,)) is a minimizing or maximizing sequence (i.e. such that liIE Yn =
n—-+0oo

inf /sup{y / (p,y) € Dxa} and lirf xn, = inf /sup{z / (z,1) € Dxa}), then the sequence (p,yn)n
n—-+0oo
(resp. (wp,1), ) converges in R? and thus by Proposition the limit is in the closed set Dya, thus the
existence of solutions of the problems in K.
O

Main lemma

In the following, we will denote
Ki{:={QeK? |9 =1}, and K{,:={QeKk’ |Q=1,P(Q)=p},

for d > 2 and p > P(B) with B being the ball of R of volume 1.

Before stating the perturbation lemma, we recall useful classical result on the volume of the
Minkowski sum of convex sets. For more details on the Brunn-Minkowski theory, we refer for ex-
ample to [164].
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Proposition 5. There exist d+1 bilinear (for Minkowski sum and dilatation) forms Wy : K¢x K¢ — R,
for k € [0;d], named Minkowski mived volumes, such that for every Ki, K, € K% and t1,to € RT, we

have:
d

d\ ,a—

61Ky +taKo| = <k> tI R WL (K, Ko). (3.13)
k=0

Moreover, the Wy, are continuous for the Hausdorff distance, in the sense that if two sequences of

convex bodies (K7'), and (KZ), converge to some convex bodies K1 and Ky both for the Hausdorff

distance, one has:
lim Wi (KT, K3) = Wi(Ky, Ka).

n——+0oo
Now, we state the perturbation Lemma.

Lemma 7. (Perturbation Lemma) We endow the space of convex bodies with the Hausdorff distance.
We have:

1. the ball is the only local minimizer of the perimeter in K3;

2. the ball is the only local minimizer of A in K¢, where d > 2;
3. there is no local mazimizer of the perimeter in K2;

4. a OYY convex domain cannot be a local mazimizer of Ay in K2.

Notice that one of the main difficulties for this lemma is to show that one can perturb a given
convex domain in order to increase or decrease its perimeter or its eigenvalue, and still remain convex.
Of course, if the domain is smooth and uniformly convex, such perturbations are easy to build. But
it is a difficult task, in general, to build any perturbation of a general convex domain, see for example
[132]. This mainly explains why the first, third and fourth points are only given when d = 2. Note
that we trust that the first point could easily be obtained for the perimeter, using the same strategy
as the for the second point: as we will use this result only in dimension 2, we chose to show a more
elementary proof for the first point, that works well in dimension two but does not seem easy to adapt
to higher dimension.

Proof. We prove each assertion:

1. Let Q € K$\{B}. We use the Minkowski sum to build a perturbation of  that decreases the
perimeter. We denote B; the ball of radius 1 (which is not the same as B whose volume is 1);
then, given s > 0 sufficiently small, Steiner formulas give:

|Q+sB1| = |Q| + P(Q)s + | By|s?, and P(Q+ sBy) = P(Q) + sP(By),

so considering
Qg = ——=
/0 + 5By

2
€ K:la

where s > 0, we obtain

_ P(Q+ sBy) _ P(Q) + sP(By)
VIQ+sBi| 19+ P(Q)s + |Bi]s®

P(8s)

By denoting f : s € [0,+00) — P(s), a simple computation shows

91



which is such that f’(0) < 0 by isoperimetric inequality Pi{gs‘z) > 47 = 2P(By).

So for s > 0 small enough, we have P(Q;) < P(Qo) = P(Q). Since Q + sB converges to 2

when s — 0 and the measure is continuous, both for the Hausdorff distance in K?, we have that

Qy —>0 Q for the Hausdorff distance. This shows that € is not a local minimizer of the perimeter
S—r

in K2.
. Let Q € K{\{B}. We now build a perturbation that decreases A;: as 2 is not a ball, there exists

a hyperplane H such that €2 is not symmetric with respect to H. We choose coordinates so that
H = {(z,y) € R xR,y = 0}. We introduce the sets:

Io:={zeR"/ JyeR, (z,y)€Q} and JE:={yeR/ (z,y) €Q} wherez € Iy.

Since (2 is convex and of volume 1, it is bounded and non-empty, thus the sets Io and J§& (where
x € Ig) are also convex, bounded and non-empty. We can then introduce yq,y2 : I — R such
that:

Ve € Ig, wyi(x)=infJ5 and ya(z)=supJg.

By convexity of 2, we can write:
Q= {(xay) € Rd_l X Rv S IQ and yl(‘r) <y< y2(x)},

with y; convex and ys concave.

Now, we define a displacement field V : R — R? by:

Viwy) = (0,5 () +92(a))).

Let Q; := (Id + tV)(2), for 0 < t < 1, where Id : * € R? —— x € R? is the identity map. The
process of deforming 2 = Q) to the symmetric set ; through the path ¢t — €2, is a variant of
the so called continuous Steiner symmetrization (see [47] for example). It is well known that the
volume is preserved throughout this continuous process; moreover, we can show that convexity
of domains is also preserved. Indeed, for every t € [0, 1]:

Q, = {(az,y) €R?, zel and <1 _ ;) vi(z) — gyg(az) cy< —%yl(z) + <1 _ ;) yg(:v)} .

Yet, the facts that I is convex, the function —%yl + (1 — %) yo is concave and the function
(1 — %) Y1 — %yg is convex yield that €); is convex.

Moreover, we have that — Q for the Hausdorff distance. Indeed

t—0
d9(Q,Q) = d?(09y,090)
:= max( sup inf |la —d/||, sup inf |[b—10
(aealf)lt /€00 ” | be@% b €09y | )

t
< = — 0.
S gsw [y1.(2) +y2(2)| —=

Finally, as € is not symmetric with respect to H, it was proven in [54, Lemma 3.1] that the
continuous symmetrization strictly decreases the first eigenvalue, and since € — Q for the
t—0

Hausdorff distance, we conclude that €2 is not a local minimizer of \; is K{.
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3. On one hand, from [132, Theorem 2.1, Remark 2.2], we deduce that any local maximizer of the
perimeter under volume and convexity constraints must be a polygon (more precisely, in [132]
they consider local minimum where the word local in understood for the W' *°-norm on the so-
called gauge function of the set ; but this is in particular the case if we consider local minimum
for the Hausdorff distance).

On the other hand, no polygon can be a local maximizer of the perimeter in K?: to prove this,
we use a parallel chord movement. More precisely if ) is a polygon, one can consider A, B,C
three consecutive corners so that ABC' forms a triangle. One can move B along the line passing
through B and being parallel to the line (AC). This way, the volume is preserved, and the
perimeter must increase when moving B away from the perpendicular bisector of [A, C] (which
is possible at least in one direction).

From the two previous remarks, we deduce that there is no local maximizer of the perimeter
under convexity and volume constraints.

4. In [130], the authors show that a local maximum of \; in K2 is a polygon, this proves that any
smooth (in particular C*!) domain is not a local maximizer of A; in K3.

O

One can deduce the following result which gives a refinement of Lemma [7| concerning the perimeter
functional:

Corollary 2. Let Q € K2. Then for any sequence (p,) converging to P(S) such that p, > P(B) for all
n € N, there exists a sequence (Q,) of elements of K3 converging to Q for the Hausdorff distance, and
such that P(,) = pn for alln € N.

Proof. 1If Q # B, by Lemma EI, we can build a sequence (K,,), of elements of K2 converging to € for
the Hausdorff distance, and such that P(Ka,) < P(Q) < P(K2p41) for every n € N and since (p,,) is
bounded, we can also assume K, and K; such that p, € [P(Ky), P(K1)] for all n € N. We will use
this sequence (K,,) to build (€2,,) : for n € N,

e if p, = P(Q)), we take Q,, = Q and define o(n) = n.

o if p, > P(Q), then as P(K2,41) converges to P(£2) from above and p, < P(K;), we can define
o(n):=max{2k+1 / P(Kakyt1) > pnrand consider the function:

tK sy + (1 —1)Q

\/‘tKU(n) + (1 - t)Q

¢n :t— P

This function ¢, is continuous and since p,, € [¢,,(0), ¢, (1)] = [P(2), P(Ky(»))], by the interme-
diate value Theorem there exists t,, € [0,1] such that ¢, (t,) = pn, we then take:

tnKo(n) + (1 - tn)Q

¢

e if p, < P(Q), we set o(n) := max {2k | P(Ka) < p,} and choose €2, as in the previous case.

Q= cK?

7p’ﬂ.
tnKa(n) + (1 - tn)Q

It remains to show that the sequence (€2,) converges to  for the Hausdorff distance. If the set

I'={neN / p, # P(Q)} is finite, then the sequence (£2,,) is equal to {2 for n large enough. If on the

other hand I is infinite, the fact that P(K,,) = P(£2) implies that lir}rl o(n) = +o0, which gives
n—-+0o0 n—-+0o0
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lim Ky = Q, thus (£, Ky + (1 —1,)Q) n:)oo Q for the Hausdorfl distance, then by continuity

n—-+oo

of the measure, we get that , —+> Q) for the Hausdorff distance.
n—-+0oo

If Q = B, one may reproduce the same strategy as above by considering a sequence (K), of
elements of K2 converging to B for the Hausdorff distance such that P(B) < P(K,,) for every n € N
(second assertion of Lemma @ and then use Minkowski sums and intermediate value Theorem to
construct the sets (Qy,).

O
Study of the boundary of the diagram
We define functions f and ¢ by:
f+ [P(B),+00) — R (3.14)
D — min {A(Q),Q € K% |Q| =1 and P(Q) = p} '

P — max {\(Q), Q€K |Q=1and P(Q) =p}

and we recall that these optimization problems admit solutions, see Corollary By definition (and
by the isoperimetric inequality), we have

Dia € {(2.y) € R* | 22 P(B) and f(x) <y < g(x) }. (3.16)

In this section, we will first give the asymptotics of f and g near +oo for arbitrary dimension d > 2,
then we prove the second part of Theorem which is stated again below in Theorem To obtain
the first part of Theorem we need to show the reverse inclusion of , which will be obtained
with Theorem [I3]

Proposition 6. Take d > 2, we have

2 2
g(z) ~ T 22 and T2

z—o0 4

Proof. By inequalities (3.10]) and (3.8]), one has:

2 2
d ™ 2 2
VK eK{, (5PK)? < M(K) < L P(K)
Then:
Vo> P(B), < fla) < gla) < o
T = Yy LA GG 1%

However, since the right- and left-hand-side inequalities are respectively attained in the limiting case
of flat collapsing cuboids and collapsing pyramids (see |39, Corollary 5.1.]), we have the stated equiv-
alences.

O

Remark 6. In this paper, all the study is done for shapes of volume 1. It is interesting to wonder about
what would happen if one removes such constraint: we believe that in this case the diagram would be
given by:

d—1

Mmemm»|ﬂemﬂ={uw>x>OMMy>*“@%BV1},

where the boundary corresponds to balls. We note that the idea of "relaxing” the volume constraint
has been successfully used in [138] to give some qualitative properties of the boundary of the diagram
inwvolving the first Dirichlet eigenvalue, the torsion and the volume.
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Theorem 12. Assume d = 2. Then functions f and g are continuous and strictly increasing.

Remark 7. Some of the properties of f and g come with minor efforts, namely the lower semicontinuity
of f (or upper one of g). But to prove the full continuity and monotonicity, we use Lemma@ and
this explains why Theorem is restricted to dimension 2. Compare to [138, Theorem 1.1] where the
authors could not prove that the upper part of the diagram is the graph of a continuous and increasing
Sfunction.

Proof. We start by proving the continuity of f. Let py € [P(B), +o0].
For every p € [P(B),+oo], by Corollary [1] there exists €2, a solution of the following minimization

problem:
min {A;(Q) | Q € K3 and P(Q) =p }.

e We first show an inferior limit inequality. Let (p,),>1 real sequence converging to py such that

liminf A1 (Q2,) = i Q, ).

iminf X (Qp) = lm  A1(Qp,)

Up to translations, as the perimeter of (£2,, )nen+ is uniformly bounded, one may assume that
the domains (€2, )nen+ are included in a fixed ball: then by Blaschke selection Theorem, (£2,,)
converges to a convex set (2* for the Hausdorff distance, up to a subsequence that we denote p,
again for simplicity.

By the continuity of the perimeter, the volume and A; for the Hausdorff distance among convex
sets, we have:

' = lim |0, [ =1,
PEr) = lim P(@,)= lm_p.=po,

A(Q) = lim Ay(€,,) = liminf A (Q,).

n—-+oo P—Ppo

Then by definition of f (since Q* € K? and P(Q*) = po), we obtain:

fpo) < M(2") = lim A (Q,,) =liminf A\;(2,) = liminf f(p).

n—+o0 ' P—Po P—Po

e It remains to prove a superior limit inequality. Let (p,),>1 be a real sequence converging to pg
such that:

limsup f(p) = lim f(pn).

pP—Ppo

By Corollary [2| there exists a sequence (K,),>1 of K3 converging to €,, for the Hausdorff
distance, and such that P(K,) = p, for every n € N*.

Using the definition of f one can write

Vne N*,  f(pn) < M (K,).

Passing to the limit, we get:

limsup f(p) = lm f(pn) < lm A\ (K,) = A(Qp,) = f(po)-

pP—po n—-+oo n—-+o0o

As a consequence we finally get lim f(p) = f(po), so f is continuous on [P(B),+oo[. The same
pP—Po

method can be applied to prove the continuity of g.
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e We now prove that f is strictly increasing. Let us assume by contradiction that it is not the
case: then by continuity of f and the fact that 1+im f = 400 (see Proposition [6f), we deduce the
oo

existence of a local minimum of f at a point pg > P(B). Using Corollary |1} this means there
exists 2* € K7 and € > 0 such that

P()=po and Vp€ (po—¢&,po+e), M) = f(po) < f(p),
which implies
VQ € K3 such that P(Q) € (po —&,p0 +¢), M(2) < A\(9Q).

Because of the continuity of the perimeter in K2, this would imply that Q* is a local minimum
(for the Hausdorff distance) of A1 in K2, which, from the first point in Lemma [7|implies that Q*
must be a ball, which in turn contradicts P(Q*) > P(B).

e We finally prove that g is strictly increasing. Assuming by contradiction that this is not the
case, then there exist po > p; > P(B) such that g(p2) < g(p1), and from the equality case in
the isoperimetric inequality, we necessarily have p; > P(B). Since g is continuous, it reaches its
maximum on [P(B), ps] at a point p* € (P(B),p2), that is to say

VQ € K2 such that [P(B),pa], g(p*) > A\ (Q). (3.17)
Using Corollary [I] again, one knows that the problem
min{P(Q), Q€ K? and I\ (Q) =g(p*)} (3.18)

admits a solution K* € K7.

On one hand, (3.17) implies that K™ is a local maximum (for the Hausdorff distance) of A; in
K2. From Lemma [7| we deduce that K* cannot be C1:!.

On the other hand, K* is also a solution of . We want to apply the regularity result [134]
Theorem 2] which shows that K* is C1!, which is a contradiction. This theorem applies as,
denoting m(Q) = (A\1(Q),|2]) € R? (which are the constraints in besides the convexity
constraint, the latter being dealt with by its own infinitely dimensional Lagrange multiplier, see
the proof of |134) Theorem 2J), it is well known that the first order shape derivative (see for
example [108| for definitions) writes:

NS COO(R27R2)3 m/(K*)f = </ |Vu1|2§ ‘nax+do, / E'naK*dO—) y
OK* OK*

where u is the first normalized Dirichlet eigenfunction on K*: the convexity of K* is used here to
provide enough smoothness so that this formula is valid (indeed it is well-known that u; € H?(£2)
so its gradient has a trace on 9K *, see also |[106, Theorem 2.5.1]). Therefore this shape derivative
at K* isin L>(0K*)? (see |134) Section 3.3] for the link between shape derivatives and derivatives
in term of the gauge function as considered in [134, Theorem 2]), and also that it is onto: indeed,
if it was not, we would have the existence of ¢ > 0 such that |Vuy| = ¢ on 0K*. With Lemma
proven just below, this would imply that K* is a ball, which is again impossible. We conclude
that ¢ is strictly increasing, which ends the proof.

O

In the previous proof, we used the following lemmaﬂ

1We thank Bozhidar Velichkov for helping us with the proof of this lemma.
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Lemma 8. Let Q be an open and bounded convex set in R?, and u; solution of , that is to say a
first eigenfunction of the Dirichlet-Laplacian in Q. We also assume that there exists ¢ > 0 a constant
such that

|[Vui| = ¢ on 09. (3.19)

Then Q is a ball and ¢ > 0.

Remark 8. The result in Lemmal§ deals with a well-known problem that goes back to the famous result
by J. Serrin [166]. The main difficulty here is that we do not assume regularity for Q or uy, except
the one given by the convexity of Q. There is an extensive literature on extensions of [166], some
of which weakening these regularity assumptions, but we did not find a direct answer to the question
raised in Lemma @ the closest result we could find was (137, Theorem 1 and Remark (2) in Section
5]. Therefore, we adapt the regularity theory of free boundary problems by taking advantage of the
convezity of ), which makes the context favorable.

Proof. First note that from regularity theory, u; € H*(Q) N W () (see for example [100]), so Vu,
has a trace on 99, which shows that (3.19) has a meaning in the sense of traces. Also u; € C°(2) can
be extended by 0 outside (2, and then u; € CO(R?).

e Let us first exclude the case ¢ = 0. Assuming to the contrary that the hypotheses of the lemma
are satisfied with ¢ = 0, we have

Yo € HY(Q), Vuy - Vedr = )\1((2)/ uypde —|—/ (Onur)pdo.
Q Q 0

As 9pu; = 0 on 9 and applying this property with ¢ = 1, we obtain \;(£2) fQ uydz = 0, which
is a contradiction as u; > 0 in €.

e Assume ¢ > 0. In order to apply [166], we aim at proving that implies regularity of the
domain ). To that end, we use the theory of regularity for free boundaries: in our context, we
want to apply [66, Theorem 1.2] with f := A\ (Q)u; € CO(RY) N L>°(R%), which says that as Q
is a Lipschitz domain, if one can prove that is valid in the sense of viscosity, then {2 must
actually be C1@ for some o > 0. From there it is very classical with [124] that Q is actually C*°,
which implies that u; € C°°(2) and so |166] applies and provides the conclusion.

Therefore, let us prove that |[Vui| = ¢ in the sense of viscosity: this means that for every zo € Q
and every o € C2(R9),

1. if zg € Q, p(xg) = ui(zg) and ¢ < wuy (resp. ¢ > wuy), then Ap(xrg) < f(xg) (resp.
Ap(xo) = f(0)),

2.if xy € 99, p(xo) = wi(wo) and ¢y < uy (resp. @i+ > wy), then |Vo(xg)| < ¢ (resp.
|V(xg)| > ¢), where ¢y : z € R? — max(p(z),0).

For the first point, this follows from the regularity of u; inside Q, namely u; € C?(Q). Let
us focus on the second point and take zp € 92 and ¢ € C%(R?). In order to simplify the
computations, we choose xg as the origin which allows to consider x¢y = 0: we will do a blow-up
at xg, so we denote

uq (rax)

, and Va € Rd, ur(r) = p— or(z) = @(:x)

Q
Q. = —
r

We then claim:
1. (Q)r>0 is increasing and one can define

Qo= J

r>0

which is a cone (it is the (interior of the) usual tangent of Q at xy in the context of convex
geometry). We also have that (9€,.),~¢ converges to 9€ locally in the Hausdorff sense.
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2. as u; € WH(Q), up to a subsequence (u,),~o converges locally uniformly to a function g
defined and Lipschitz on R?. Moreover, as for 7 > 0, one has —Awu,.(x) = rf(rz) — C?-llda}zl

in the sense of distribution in R% we have at the limit (using the previous point to justify
the convergence):
d—1
Aug(z) = Higa,-

As € is a cone, this implies that up is 1-homogeneous: indeed, for A € (0,00), consider

u) T %uo()\x). It is easy to see that uy has the same Laplacian as ug (in the sense of

distribution in R?), so v := ug — uy is harmonic in R%. As Vv is bounded, from Liouville
Theorem we deduce that v is affine, but as v(0) = 0 and Vv (0) = 0, we deduce that v = 0,
which means ug is 1-homogeneous.

3. as ¢ is smooth, (¢,),>o converges locally uniformly to an affine function () that is such
that, up to a choice of coordinates,

vz eRY, o) == Azy

where A = |V(x0)].

4. (a) Assume now u; > .. Then ug(z) > ¢o(z) = Arg in RE. If A = 0 then A < ¢
Otherwise, we get {ug > 0} D {zq > 0}. From convexity of g we obtain equality of
these two domains. Then as ug and = — cxzg4 both satisfy the same Cauchy problem
with conditions on d{x4 > 0}, we deduce that ug(x) = ¢(z4)+, and then clearly ug > ¢q
implies ¢ > A.

(b) Assume finally that u; < ¢. We reproduce here a proof similar to [161, Lemma 5.31].
Using that ug is 1-homogeneous and nonnegative, we get that the trace of ug on 41 is a
first eigenfunction of the Laplace-Beltrami operator on QyN%~! with Dirichlet boundary
condition on 9QyN?~! corresponding to the eigenvalue d — 1. As QoNd~1 c4 =41
N{z4 > 0} and the Laplace-Beltrami of Si_l is also d—1 we obtain that Q¢ = {z4 > 0}
and as in the previous case ugp(z) = ¢(z4)+ and ¢ < A.

We have therefore shown that |Vu;| = ¢ is satisfied in the sense of viscosity, which as
mentioned above, concludes the proof.

O
Theorem [12| allows us to prove the equivalence between 4 optimization problems.

Corollary 3. Let p > P(B). The following problems are equivalent:
(I) min{\(Q) | Q€ K2 and P(Q) = p} (IIT) max{P(Q) | Q€ K} and M\ () = f(p)}

(II) min{\1(Q) | Q € K2 and P(Q) > p} (IV) max{P(Q) | Q€ K2 and M (Q) < f(p)}.

in the sense that any solution to one of the problem also solves the other ones. Moreover, any solution
to these problems is a polygon.

Similarly the following problems are equivalent :
(I') max{\1(Q) | Q € K2 et P(Q) =p} (IIT’) min{P(Q) | Q € K% et \1(Q) = g(p)}
(II’) max{A\(Q) | Q € K2 et P(Q) < p} (IV’) min{P(Q) | Q€ K2 et \1(Q) > g(p)}.
and any solution is C1!.

Proof. Let us prove the equivalence between the first four problems.
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o We first show that any solution of solves let €2, be a solution to Then for every
Q € K% such that P() > p, one has:

A (Q) = F(PQ) = fp) = M),
where we used the monotonicity of f given by Theorem therefore €2, solves

e Reciprocally, let now QP be a solution of [(II); we want to show that QP must be of perimeter p.
We notice that

fp) =2 M(9QF) > f(P(QP)) > f(p),

where the first inequality follows as problem allows more candidates than in the definition
of f, and the last inequality uses again the monotonicity of f. Therefore f(p) = f P(Qp))7 and
since f is strictly increasing, we obtain P(QP) = p, which implies that Q7 solves |(I)|

We proved the equivalence between problems|(I)land|(I11); equivalence between problems |(I1I)land |(IV)
is shown by similar manipulations.

It remains to prove the equivalence between |(I)| and |(1L1)]

o Let Q, be a solution of which means that Q, € K}, P(Q2,) = p and A\;(Q,) = f(p). Then for
every Q € K2 such that A;(Q) = f(p) we have:

Fp) =M(Q) = f(P(Q),
thus, since f is increasing, we get p = P(Q,) > P(), which means 2, solves

e Let now Q; be a solution of then we have:

F(p) = M() = F(P()),

thus, by monotonicity of f we get p > P(£;,). On the other hand, since (2, solves and that
there exists §2,, solution to we have P(§;,) > p which finally gives P(€}) = p and shows that

Q; solves

The same approach can be applied to prove the equivalence between the second four problems. It
remains finally to show the geometrical properties of optimal shapes:

e Let © be a solution of one of the first four problems. Thanks to the previous equivalence, it is
necessarily a solution to |(111)] which enters the category of “reverse isoperimetric problems”. We
want to apply [134, Theorem 4] (see also [134, Example 8] for a similar problem, even though here
A1 appears in the constraint of the problem): to that end one needs to see that the constraints
in[(TIT)] that is to say m(Q) = (A1(R2), |Q]) = (f(p), 1) have a first order derivative which is onto.
As in the end of the proof of Theorem this follows from Lemma [8] We deduce that [134]
Theorem 4] applies and therefore Q is a polygon.

e Let ) be a solution of one of the last four problems: thanks to the equivalence, it is necessarily
a solution of [(IIl’)| so again as in the end of the proof of Theorem [12| we apply [134, Theorem 2,
Corollary 2] (as in [134) Example 8], we also use [134 Propositions 5-6]) which shows that €2 is
cbt

O

Simple-connectedness of the diagram

In order to complete the proof of Theorem [TI] we now need the following result:
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Theorem 13. We have:

Dyz = {(Jc,y) €R? 2> P(B) and f(x) <y < g(x)},

thus, Dyz is simply connected.

Proof. We consider a coordinate system (O,;,j) Since the involved functionals are invariant by
rotations and translations, we preliminarily remark that one may assume if needed that every domain
contains the origin O and that its diameter is colinear to the axis (O, 7).

For a given convex body K, we denote by diam(K) its diameter and by hx and px respectively

the support and radial functions of K defined by
VO € S, hi(0) =sup{(z,0),z € K}, px(0) =sup{\ >0, \d € K}. (3.20)

Step 1: Minkowski sum and continuous paths:

Let Ko, K1 € K3 such that P(Ky) = P(K;) = p. Define:

1 - 8Ky +tK
vie[0,1], K;: (1 - DKo + K,

T V- 0K, + k| (3.21)

e Since t € [0,1] — (1 —t)Ko +tK; € (K2,d") and the functionals (|- |, P, A;) are continuous for
the Hausdorff distance, we have by composition that ¢ € [0,1] — (P(K;), A1 (K;)) € R? is also
continuous.

e We also notice that thanks to the linearity of the perimeter for the Minkowski sum, as well as
the Brunn-Minkowski inequality (see for example [164, Theorem 7.1.1]), one has:

vt € [0,1], P((1—t)Ko+tKy) = (1 —t)P(Ko) + tP(K,) = p,
and |(1— 1)Ko+ 1K1 |2 > (1 0)|Ko|> +t|Ky|? = 1,

which implies
vte[0,1], P(K;) <p. (3.22)

This shows that given two convex domains with same perimeter, (3.21) defines a continuous path
linking them, which “stays on the left” as we can see on Figure [3.6

A1

A1(B)A

Figure 3.6: The path goes on the left
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For p > P(B) and for each Ky, K; € K2 p» We therefore denote I'k, K, the following closed path:

FKO,Kl : [0, 1] — Rz
; (P(Kzt), >\1(K2t)) ift €0, %],
{ (P(Ko), (2= 20\ (K1) + (2t = DM (Ko)) ift € [3,1].

We note that as defined above, the path I'k, i, contains two components:

e the first one corresponding to t € [O ] which is included in the diagram Dy,

e and the second one corresponding to t € [%, 1}, which is just "fictional” (not necessarily included
in Dy2) and is introduced in order to obtain a closed path so as we can use the index theory.

Step 2: Continuity of the paths I'k, i, with respect to (Ko, K1):

Let po > P(B). Take Ko, K, € K3, and (K§) and (K') two sequences of K3 converging respec-
tively to Ko and K; for the Hausdorff distance and such that P(K{) = P(K7) for all n € N*. Let
e > 0: we will prove that:

AN, Vn > NVt € [0,1], || Tioi, (t) = T xr(8) || <e.
We have for every t € [1,1]:
| Dot () = Crcgcr (8) || < [P(Ko) = PUSE)] + (2 = 200 (K1) — M(KT)] + (26— DIAa(Ko) — A (KD)
< |pP ( ) PK§)| +[M(Ey) = A(KT),

so the estimate is easy to obtain thanks to the convergence of (K{'), (K7") and the continuity of A; and
P.
For every ¢ € [0, ], we have

| Tico i, () = Cren iep (8) || < | P(Ka2t) — P(K3,)| + | A (Ka) — A (K3,)]. (3.23)

We want to control | P(Ka¢)—P(K%,)| and | A1 (K2;)— A1 (K3%,)| independently of ¢. For the perimeter
this will easily follow from the behavior of perimeter and volume with respect to Minkowski sums; for
the eigenvalue the situation is more involved and we will use a quantitative version of its continuity
with respect to the Hausdorff distance:

e We first notice that for all ¢ € [0,1/2] and n € N:
(1 —20)Ko +2tK,| > 1, |1 —20)K} +2tK?|>1 and P(Ky), P(KL) > P(B).
Therefore using Proposition [5]

|P?(Ka) — P*(K3,)|
P(Ks) + P(K%,)

|P(K2) — P(K3,)| =

< 1 ‘ P(Ky)* P(K{)?
= VA —26) Ko+ 2tK | |(1—20) Ky + 2t K|
< |P KO 2((1 =2t Wo(K§, KT) + 4t(1 — 20 Wi (K, KT) + 42 Wo (K, KT))
—P(K{§)?((1 = 2t)*Wo (Ko, K1) + 4t(1 — 26)W1 (Ko, K1) + 4*Wa(Ko, K1)) |
2
< Y (PO IWR(KE, KT) = Wi(Ko, K1)
k=0
[ Wi(Ko, )| [PUKE)? = P(Ko)?]) (3.24)
Hy ) ke,
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By continuity of the perimeter, P, Wy, W7 and W, for the Hausdorff distance, we have lir}rl Hyg k=
n—+oo ’

0 while Hj . does not depend on ¢.

The result [59, Lemma 2.1] states that if €y and 3 are starlike planar domains with radial
functions pq, and pgq, for which there exists ro > 0 such that pg,, po, > 7o and ||po, — pa, /e <
70, then:

3
[M(@1) = ()] < ZM(B)llpa, = pos oo (3.25)
0

We want to apply this result to (Ko, K3;) for t € [0, 7] and n large enough. We therefore seek

for a suitable 7y such that the conditions of [59, Lemma 2.1] are satisfied.

Let t € [O, 2} and n € N* sufficiently large so that P(K[), P(K}) < po + 1. This implies by
that P(K%,) < po + 1 for every t € [0,3]. We now use the classical inequality (see for
example [35]) that asserts that for any convex body © € K%, one has r(€2) > L2 where (1)

P(Q)
denotes the inradius of . In particular if Q € K7 and P(Q) < pg + 1, we have:
1
r(Q) > rg = > 0. 3.26
(@) 2 r0i= — (3.26)

One can apply this result to Ko, and K7, and this implies that one can assume without loss of
generality that Ko and K3, contain the ball of center O and radius rg, and this gives px,, > o
and PKy, = T0- ‘We moreover have:

1K lloo P55, oo 0 iy
2 2 22 A (Koy, K3,)  (see [37, Proposition 2])
(o +1)°

7"0

IA

o2 — P ||

dH(th, K3,)  (we used ||pall,, < diam(2) < P(Q) <po+1).

On the other hand, we have:
A" (Kot K3) = b, — haeg |
' (1—20)hg, +2thg, (1 —20hky + 2thgy

VIA =20 Ko +2tK1|  /[(1 - 20)Kg + 2tK7] ||

h hycn
< (1-21) Ko _ K3
VIO 20K, +2tK1] /[0 — 20Ky + 2tK7] |
h hycn
+2t LiS| _ K7
VIO —20)Ko + 2K, | /[ —20Kg + 2tK7] || _
1
Ve AU S L
1 1
+ ([ + || hk,
(Ihxolloo + M Nl TR TR TR
< (d"(Ko, Ky) +d" (K, KT )
+ (1o lloo + 1y 1o)X (1—2t)K6l+2th’|—|(1—2t)K0+2tK1|‘
< (d"(Ko, Kg) + d" (K1, KT))

2
+ (o lloo + I, o) X Y Wi (Kg, KT) = Wi(Ko, K1)
k=0

G’Vl
Ko, K1
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We then obtain the following estimate:

(po +1)?
o P X Oy (3.27)

1
vt € |:O7 2:| ) ||pKzt — PKy,

As for Hy 1, by continuity argument we have nll:ir»loo Gk, .k, = 0. Then, we for n sufficiently

large (independently on t), we have ||pK2t — PK3, HOO < 7p.

We are finally able to apply (3.25)) on Ko and K3,. We get that for n sufficiently large, we have

1 3 3\ (B .
ve 0.g]L ) - (D) < S B, - ol < 2 417G,
0 0

(3.28)

By (3.23)), (3.24), (3.28]) and the fact that nEr—iI-loo Gy i, = ngrfoo Hy, x, = 0, we conclude that
there exists N, € N* such that:

Vn > N, sup || Ik, Kk, (t) — FKSAKT'(t) H <e.
te0,1]

Step 3: The arcs go infinitely to the right when the perimeter increases:

Let p > P(B) and (Ko, K1) two elements of K7 ; taking advantage of the invariance with transla-
tion and rotation, we choose to align the diameters of Ky and K; with the same axe (say (O, Z)) We
prove here that this implies:

b

vie[0,1] P(K) >

NS

where (K{)¢ejo,1) is defined in (3.21]).

As mentioned in the beginning of the proof, we can assume that the diameter of every involved
convex K € K? is aligned with (O,4), thus the diameter of K is given by

diam(K) = hK(O) + hK(ﬂ'),

where hg is the support functionaLof K, defined in (3.20)). On the other hand we denote £k the width

in the direction orthogonal to (O, 1)
ex :=hg (7/2) + hi (—7/2).
We easily get the following estimates from Figure
2 x diam(K) < P(K) <4 x diam(K) and |K|<eg xdiam(K) < 2|K]|,

In particular if K € IC%J,, then

diam(K) <

VS
]

< -
and FK = diam(K)

IN
T 1o
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€K

Figure 3.7: The convex contains a quadrilateral and is contained in a rectangle

We denote by d; and &, the diameter and width in the direction orthogonal to (O,7) of (1 —t) Ko+
tKy, where t € [0,1]. We have:

dy = 9?[1()&,5{#] (h(lft)K0+tK1 (0) + ha—t) Ko+t (T + 9))

= (L =) x (hacy (0) + higo (7 + 0)) + & x (hic, (0) + D, (7 + 0)))

(1-1t) x max (hg,(0) +hg,(m+0))+tx max (hg,(0)+ hg, (7 +0))
0€0,2m] 0€[0,27]

IA

= (1—t) % (hiy(0) + hry(m)) +t x (hg,(0) + hi, (7)) (the diameters of Ko and K; are colinear to (O,7) )
— —
do=diam(Ko) di=d(K1)

= ha—tko+tk, (0) +ha_y Ko+t (7)

< ag[loag(w] (h(—tykottx: () + h1—t) kot (T +0)) = dy.
Thus, we have the equalities:

{ di = ha-trert, (0) + hanrettk, (1) = (1 —t)do + tds.
et = ha-prerir, (1/2) + ha_ko+ix, (—7/2) = (1 —t)eo + ter.

This implies:

di X g4 = ((1 — t)do + tdl) X ((1 — t)Eo + t€1)

((1 —t)g +t§) x ((1 —t); +t2) =4

vie[0,1], |(1—t)Ko+ tK|

IN

IN

Finally, we get:

velo,1, P(K)=P( (1= 1)Ko + tK, |) (1—)P(Ko) +tP(K))

p
= > =,
\/‘(1—t)K0+tK1 \/|(1—t)K()+tK1| 2

104



Step 4: Relevant paths and conclusion

We denote & := {(x,y) €R?| 2> P(B)and f(z) <y < g(x)} We already noticed that D2 C €.
Assume by contradiction that there exists A(z4,y4) € €\ Dx2. From Proposition [4] there exists r > 0
such that B(A,r) C E\Dx=. We are interested in analyzing if A is inside a judiciously chosen closed
curve: to that end, let us introduce the set:

I = { pP>xa+ g /3K, K> € IC%p such that A is in the interior of FKI;KZ} .

We note that for every p > x4 + 5 and K, K3 € lCip, the path 'k, g, does not cross the point
A. Indeed:

o A¢ {Tk, k,(t) |t €[0,1]}, because {T'x, 1, (t) | t € [0,3]} is contained in Dz, which is not
the case for the point A as assumed above.

o A¢ {Tk, k,(t) | t€[5,1]} ={(P(K1), (2 —20) A (K2) + (2t — 1)A1 (K1) | t € [3,1]}, because
P(Kl):P(KQ):pZ$A+%>IEA

Moreover, as we do not know whether 'k, , is a simple closed curve, we define the interior of
I'k, K, as the set of points A such that the index (also called winding number) of A with respect to the
closed curve I'k, kg, is not zero, that is to say ind(T'k, k,,A) # 0. We will also say that A is exterior
to I'k, K, if this index is zero.

Using the first step, we note that x4 +r/2 € I: indeed using Corollary [1| we know that there exist
K7 and K, respectively solutions of the problems

min {\(Q), QEKT,, p b and max{M(Q), QKD i},

and as the path 'k, g, stays on the left of 4 +7/2 and its vertical arc is on the right of A, using that
B(A,r) N Dxz2 = 0 we deduce that A is in the interior of 'k, k,, thus x4 + r/2 € I and in particular
I is not empty. It is also bounded from above, as using Step 3, when the perimeter of two domains
K, K, is sufficiently large, A cannot be in the interior of I'k, k,. As a consequence, we can define
po=supl € [x4 +1r/2,+00). We analyze the two following cases:

e Case 1: pg ¢ I, i.e. for every K1, K> € IC%pO, A is in the exterior of 'y, g, .

As pg is defined as the supremum of I, there exists (p,)n>1 converging to pg and (K7, K3 )n>1
two sequences of elements of IC%pn such that A is in the interior of Pkp kyp-

By Blaschke selection Theorem, there exist (K7°,K1°) such that up to a subsequence (that we
do not denote) K" — K7° and K} — KJ3° for the Hausdorff distance. Using the result of

n— oo n—oo

Step 2 we get that:
Ve > 0,3n. € N*, vt € [0,1], H Tgcro gero (£) = Tcne e (t)H <e,
so for a sufficiently small value of € > 0, by continuity of the index under this uniform estimate,

we have:
ind (FKfO KO A) = ind (FK;'E KD A) .

This is a contradiction (see Figure ) since A is in the interior of I'jerne yerne (ie. ind(T KPme KD A) #

0) while as K¥°, K¥* € K
0).

1 o it must also be in the exterior of Lero gro (ie. ind(rKfO,K;’O L A) =
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——F—+ P
P(B) TAPn. Po

Figure 3.8: Using compactness to find sets K7° and K5°

e Case 2: pg € I, i.e. there exist K1°, K}° € K} , such that A is in the interior of I'x, r,.

Consider p, = po + 1/n for n > 1. By Corollary 2, there exist (K[, K3') two sequences in K7,
such that K7 — K?* and KJ — KJ° for the Hausdorff distance, see Figure
xde el

n n—roo
Similarly to the first case, using Step 3 and the continuity of the index (with respect to the curve)
we have for n large enough

ind(FKfo ,szo 5 A) = 1nd(FK?7K§ 5 A) .

This is also a contradiction since A is in the interior of T" K0 K70 while as p,, > sup I, it must be
in the exterior of I K Ky -

A1

YA

A1(B)

Figure 3.9: Using Corollary |2 to increase the perimeter

We obtained a contradiction in both cases, which proves that Dx2> = £. Thus D2 C R? does not
contain any hole and so is simply connected. This concludes the proof. O

The following result is a direct consequence of Theorem

Corollary 4. The diagram Dycz is vertically and horizontally convex.
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3.3.3 Asymptotics of the diagram

Upper behavior: It has been proven in [145] and [64, Proposition 5.5] that

Proposition 7. Let By be a ball of radius 1 in R? with d > 2, and p > d.
d(d + 1)P(By)

401 (B1)(M(By) —d)

with volume constraint, in the sense that there exists n = n(y) > 0 such that

P(BY) = P(B1) = v [M(BY) — M(B1)]

1. Ify < , then By is a local minimizer of P — v\, in a W*P-neighborhood

for every BY such that |BY| = |B1| and being nearly spherical in the sense that
BY := {tx(l + o(x)),t €[0,1[,z €41 } with ¢ 4“1 R satisfying llellw2p@-1y <.
d(d+1)P(B)

4X1(B1)(A1(By) — d)
volume; more precisely, for n > 0, there exists ¢ :%~1— R such that

2. Ifvy> , then By is not a local minimizer P—~yA1 among domains with given

B | =|B1l,  llellwew@-y <n,  and P(Bf)— P(B1) <v[M(Bf) = A (B1)].
Corollary 5. Let d > 2, xg = L;l,)l and g the function defined in Section|3.3.24 Then
[By| "
d+1
— 4|B1| 7@ A1 (B1)(AM(By) — d
hm Sup g(m) g(xo) Z | 1| d 1( 1)( 1( 1) ) (329)
T—xTo T — X9 d(d + l)P(Bl)

Remark 9. When d = 2, inequality (3.29)) becomes
limn sup 2FL = 9(70) ﬁAl(Bl) x (M (By) —2) > 12.9264,
T—To T —Xo 3
where the numerical lower bound is obtained by using a lower numerical value of A\ (B1) = jg’l (where
Jo,1 denotes the first zero of the Bessel function Jy).
d(d+1)P(By)
4A1(B1)(M1(B1) — d)

Proof. Given v > and n € N*| from Proposition there exists ¢, 91— R

such that
1
1Bl =B, lenllwes@ry < = and  P(B{") = P(B1) <7 [M(B{") = M(Bi)]-
Defining ©2,, = \Bfn#/d and B = ‘BBW having unit area, we get
1 1
P(B{") — P(B1) Y n
P(Q,) — P(B) = ————= < — = M(BF") = Au(B1)] = — 1 [M() — Mu(B)].
| B1] 7 | B1] 7 |B| 7

Defining =, = P(£2,), we get, as g is defined as a maximum:

T — 00 < — L (g(xn) — g(0)).
|B1| @

When n diverges to +o00, x,, goes to zy, and therefore

d+1
Jim sup g(z) — g(zo) > lim 9(zn) — g(z0) > |By| 7
T—T0 T — Xo n—+00 Tn — X0 Y
here ~ is arbitrary chosen in dd+1)P(B:) 00
A
v Y AN (B1)(M(By) — d)
This ends the proof. O
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Lower behavior: In the next result, we study the stability of the ball for the minimality of A\; — ¢[P —
P(B)]* in order to have information about the behavior of the lower part of the diagram near the ball:

Theorem 14. Let By be the ball of radius 1 in R with d > 2, and p > d.
1. Then there exists ¢ > 0 and n > 0 such that

M(BE) —M(B) = e[P(Bp) - P

for every BY such that |BY| = |B1| and being nearly spherical with |[||y2.p@-1y < 1.

2. If however o € (0,3/2), then for any ¢ >0 and n > 0, there exists ¢ :7~'— R such that

[}

[BY | =[B1l, lelwer@-y <n, and A(BY)—Ai(B1) < C[P(Bf) — P(B1)

Such nearly spherical sets were considered by Fuglede in [93] where he was studying the stability of
the ball for the usual isoperimetric problem. See also [42] where the authors use nearly spherical sets
when studying the quantitative Faber-Krahn inequality, and [64] for a more general approach about
stability among smooth deformations of a given set.

Proof. 1. Let ¢ :%~'— R such that |BY| = |B;| and the barycenter of Bf is 0. From [93|, there
exists 1 > 0 and C; > 0 such that

P(Bf) = P(B1) < Cill@llipa-ry i lllwroea-1) < m.

Moreover, using [64, Theorem 1.3 and Section 5.2] (see also [42, Theorem 3.3] in the context of
C?“_perturbations), there exists 7o > 0 and ¢y > 0 such that

M(BE) ~ M(B1) = callolipagasy i llplwana) < e

Therefore, setting = min{#n;, 72} and assuming ||¢||y2.»@-1y < 71, we get for ¢ > 0:

3/2
M(BE) = M(By) — e[ P(BE) = P(B1] 2 calleldn ey — e[l gany,

but from a Gagliardo-Nirenberg type inequality (see for example [45]), we have that there exists
C3,C4 > 0 such that

2/3 1/3 2/3 1/3
”()D”Hl(d—l) < C3||g0||]{/1/2(d—1)||<)0||H{2(d—1) < 04”()0”]{/1/2((1—1)HQOHV[é&p(d—l)a

(we used p > d > 2) therefore

3/2
M(BY) = M(B1) = | P(B) = P(BY)] " 2 9l n0s) 2 = cCY 2 Clllpllwancan
which is positive if |[¢||y2.p@-1y < 7 is small enough.

2. Assume to the contrary that for every ¢ :~!'— R such that |Bf| = |Bi| and [[¢[ly2.p-1y < 7,
we have N
A(BY) = M(By) = e[ P(BY) = P(By)|

where « € [0,3/2) and ¢ > 0. We choose the origin as the center of By so that Bar(By) = 0
where Bar denotes the barycenter of a given shape. We also denote Vol : 2 — [Q].

We now use the framework from [64], and in particular, if J denotes a shape functional, then
J'(By1),J"(B1) denote respectively the first and second order derivatives of ¢ + J(BY). From
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|64, Proposition 4.5] the perimeter functional satisfies (IT g1 yy1.0) which means there exists wq
a modulus of continuity such that

1
P(Bf) = P(B1) = P'(B1).¢ + 5 P"(B1).(2, ) + wi([@llwr.oe =) el -

Moreover, B is a stable critical shape of P under volume constraint and up to translations (see
[64, Section 5.1]), which means that there exists u € R a Lagrange multiplier such that

P'(By).¢ = uVol'(B1)., Ve e Whe(d-1)
and there exists ¢; > 0 such that
(P—pVol)' (By).(p, @) > cngoH%,l(d_l), Vo € W (1) such that Vol (By).¢ = 0 and Bar’(B;).¢ = 0.
Therefore, one gets that there exists 7; > 0 such that for any ¢ € W1>°(971) satisfying
Vol'(B1).¢ =0,  Bar'(Bi1).9 =0 and  [lflwriee @1y <,

one has

Y

1 I c
P(Bf) = P(B1) = 5(P—uVol)(B1).(p,¢) + EVol"(B1).(0,0) = Flielipnansy

C1
> 5”90”?{1((1—1) _01”%0”%2({1—1),

for some C; € R (coming from the fact that Vol”(B) is a continuous quadratic form on L?(471),

see |64, Section 2.2]).
Similarly, from [64, Theorem 1.4] \; satisfies (IT1/2 yy2.») and moreover B is a critical point of

A1 under volume constraint, and \/(B;) is a continuous quadratic form on HY/2(4~1), so there
exists 7o > 0 such that for any ¢ € W2P(4~1) satisfying

Vol'(By).o =0, Bar'(By).¢ =0 and llellw2.p@-1y < N2,

one has
Al(Bf) - )‘I(Bl) < 02”(;0“%{1/2((171)-

Therefore we get as above, setting 7 = min{n;, 72 }:

Ve such that |[@|l2mp@-1y <n, Vol'(B1).o =0, and Bar'(Bi).¢ =0,

2/« ~
I3 a1y < Cllgllraany + Cllel3a s,

for some (C,C) € R2. Using scaling, and looking at the expressions of Vol'(B;), Bar(By), we
finally obtain:

V¢ such that /

d—1

p=0, and Vie [[1,d]],/ zip(z) =0,
d—1

_ 2—2/« 2/« ~
lel3rs oy < P/l lipm oy el asy + Clelaary. (3:30)

We want to get a contradiction by testing such interpolation inequality for an oscillating function
©. To that end (see [168] pages 139-141] for more details), we denote Hj, the space of spherical
harmonics of degree k& € N (that is, the restriction to 4~! of homogeneous polynomials in RY,
of degree k) and (Y*!);<;<4, an orthonormal basis of H; with respect to the L?(¢~1) scalar
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product. The family (Y*!),cn1<i<q, is a Hilbert basis of L2(?71), so any function ¢ in L?(4~1)
can be decomposed:

oo dg

= YR for z €271 ith :/ Yeso.
o() Zzak,l(@ (z), forz , Wil agi(®) . k1P

k=0 1=1

Moreover, for s € Ry, [|¢[| g1y is equivalent to (3, (14 k)2 Y, |ar 2)1/2.

We therefore choose ¢, = Yj 1 for & > 2. As H, is made of constant functions and H; =
span(;);e[1,4], we have

Yk > 2, / o =0 and Vi€ [1,d], / zipr(x) =0
d—1 d—1
so that (¢r)r>2 are admissible for (3.30]). Moreover
Vs 20, [lokllae@ry, ~ K and lokllwas@y 2 llorlrz@-r)

so that (3.30) gives k2 = O(k*~*/ kY 4 1) which contradicts the assumption a < 3/2 and
concludes the proof.

O
Corollary 6. Take o € (0,3/2), d > 2 and xo = PBY. we have
[By| "
f(x) = f(o)

lim inf =0.

z=zo (T — x0)®

Proof. Take ¢ > 0. By the second assertion of Theorem for every n € N* there exists ¢, 91— R
such that

BE = 1Bil, enllwesy < -, and 0< M (Bf") = M(Bi) < e x [P(B{") = P(By)] .

S|

The last inequality is equivalent to

0<|Bf"

d—1

B |7 |By| T

P(B?" PB) \"
%Al(Bf")—|B1|%)\1(B1)<C><|Bl|% <| ( 1 ) ( 1)) 7

so, we get .
0 < fxn) = fwo) < ex |Bi'Fa (2, — 20),

— 0.

1
" n—+4oo

where z,, := P(Bf")/|Bf"|“T — P(By)/|Bi|" = o, because [|¢n|lwar1) <
n—-+oo

Thus, we can write

Ve>0, 0<limintd & =S@0) liminfw < | By[1+h

z—xzo  (x— 20)® n—+oo (T, — X0

Finally, we get the result lim inf f@)=f(@o) _

zowe  (@—T0)®

O

The most interesting part of Theorem |14 and Corollary |§| is that the exponent 3/2 was apparently
unknown and seems to be optimal (see Section ; in the planar case d = 2, we actually improve the
result of Corollary |§| and retrieve the same exponent in a completely different (and independent) way,
by studying the asymptotics of A; and P for regular polygons:
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Proposition 8. Let d = 2 and for n > 3, denote S,, the regular n—gon with unit area (and again B
denotes the disk of unit area). We have:
3/2
(M (S2) = M(B)) ~fox (P(S2) — P(B))™?,

with
4 x 33¢(3)M(B)

15
1

Bo =

’
™

o0
where ¢ : x € (1,+00) — Y. - is the Riemann zeta function.
n=1

Proof. We take the asymptotic expansion of the fundamental frequency of regular polygons found in

144 -
M(Sn) = M(B) = %A;(B) to (733) (3.31)
and
P(S,) — P(B) =2yn tan% — 21 = % x % +o (7113> . (3.32)

Then we can write: .
A1(Sn) — M(B) 4 x32((3)A\(B) B

(P(S) = P(B))** et

This Proposition allows us to get the following asymptotic property on f.
Corollary 7. Let d =2, xo and [ defined in Section[3.3.3 Then

1. Va€(0,3/2),  f(z) — f(zo) = o((x — m0)™),
in particular by taking a =1, we get that f is differentiable at xo and f'(x¢) = 0.
2. 0< hmlnfw < lim sup f((;) flxo) Bo.

prearpess )3/2 oo Zo )3/2 >~
Remark 10. Enlightened with the results of Theorem[Z] and Corollary[6, which are stated for arbitrary
dimensions, we believe that the first assertion holds for d > 2. Unfortunately, we did not manage to

prove it because of the lack of information on the asymptotic behaviour of z, := P(Bf")/\B‘f"|%
introduced in the proof of Corollary[6.

Proof. Take a € (0,3/2], we introduce the integer valued function which associates to z € (zo, P(S3))
the integer n, := max{n >3, P(S,) > x}, note that lim n, = +oc.
Tr—rxo

We have:
0 < W < f(gjp(giifl)) J;((PB(ﬁa) (because z > P(S,,+1) and f(z) < f(P(Sn,
< 7 PA(ls(zil)) Eg;) (by the definition of f)
_ (S ) (B) " ( P(Sn,) — P(B) )a
(P(Sn (B)" "~ \P(Sn,+1) = P(B)
4<<3>A1(B> 3 1 ¢

~ | (by (3:31) and (3:32))

T—T0 (% % %) % % m

25/2 1\ /2
2o Bo x <3 ng%> (because n, v +00),
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thus, if o € (0,3/2), we have lim f@)=fzo) _ 0, which is equivalent to the first assertion. On the

(x—xzo)™
T—To
other hand if o = 3/2, we get the proof of the second assertion.
O

3.4 Further remarks and Conjectures

3.4.1 About Dy

Our theoretical and numerical studies highlight some remaining open problems about Dyc2:

1. is it true that f and g defined in (3.14)) and (3.15) are convex?
2. is it true that

g (o) = ﬁ)\l(Bl) x (Mi(B1) —2) and  f(z) — f(zo) ~ c(z—20)*?

3 Tr—T0o

for some ¢ > 0?7 These questions are closely related to the following: for v > @)\1(31) X
(A1(B1) —2), can we find ¢ > 0 and V a neighborhood of B in K% (for the Hausdorff distance)
such that

VR eV, ¢(P(Q)—P(B)*? < M(Q) = M(B) <(P(Q) - P(B)) ?

Proposition [7] and Theorem [I4] shows that such inequalities are valid in a smooth neighborhood
of B, but it is well-known that achieving a similar result in a non-smooth neighborhood requires
more work (see for example [1], [94] and [64, Section 6]). We note that numerical evidence that
will appear in [89] suggests that the optimal value of the constant ¢ is given by the Sy introduced
in Proposition It also supports that the inequality may in fact be global, which means we
conjecture the following inequality:

VR EKZ M(Q) = M(B) > By x (P(Q) — P(B))?.

Remark 11. [t is interesting to note that if we combine the conjectured inequality

3/2

M(Q) = M(B) > o(P(Q) - P(B))", (3.33)

with the famous quantitative isoperimetric inequality of [95], which affirms the existence of a constant
aq , depending only on the dimension d, such that for every Borel set Q C R, one has

P(Q) — P(B) > aq x A(Q)?,
where A(RQ) is the so called Fraenkel asymmetry of the set Q, we get that for every Q € K2
AL(Q) — M1 (B) > ca/? x A(Q)?.

The exponent 3 is not optimal, it is higher than the optimal one given in [/2], where the authors prove
that there exists a dimensional constant o4 such that for every open set Q C R with unit measure,
one has

M (Q) = M\ (B) > 04 x AQ)?. (3.34)

Nevertheless, we note that inequality (3.33)) is stronger in some cases than (3.34]). Indeed, if we take
the regular polygons (Sy,) introduced in Proposition@ we have by straightforward computations:

P(Sn) - P(B) ~ M2 X A(‘Sn)a

n—oo
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where g s a positive constant. Thus, for sufficiently large values of n, we have
M (Q) = M(B) > ¢(P(Sn) — P(B))Y? > ¢/ x A(S,)3/2,

where ¢ is a positive constant. This shows that (3.34]) is (in this case) weaker than the conjecture
(13-33).

One could also wonder if we can improve our understanding of the shapes realizing the boundary
of the diagram, that is to say solutions of the optimization problems in Corollary [3] For example, one
can state:

Conjecture 4. The regular polygons are on the lower part of Dy .

This result seems to be verified numerically. Using Theorem we will observe however (see the
proof below) that this statement (regular polygons are on the lower boundary) is actually a stronger
statement than Polya’s conjecture in the restricted class of convex sets. Recall that this conjecture
states that among polygons of fixed measure and whose number of sides is bounded by N, the regular
N-gon has the lowest first Dirichlet eigenvalue. This conjecture is expected to be valid for any polygon,
but even in the class of convex polygons, the result is not known (for N > 5) and already expected to
be very challenging.

Indeed, let us take N > 3 and denote {2}, the regular polygon of unit measure and N sides. By
the isoperimetric inequality for polygons (see [147, Theorem 5.1]), we have P(Q) > P(Q%,), for every
convex polygon 2 of unit measure and at most N sides. Now, if we assume that the regular polygon
Q} is on the lower boundary of the diagram, that is to say A1 (Q}) = f(P(2})), then by monotonicity
of f, we conclude that: A;(Qy) = f(P(Qy)) < F(P(Q)) < Ai(Q), with equality if and only if Q is
equal to €23, up to rigid motions.

3.4.2 About Dy. for d > 3

As stated in the introduction, a major part of our results for convex sets are restricted to the planar
case mainly because some of the assertions of Lemma [7| are only given in dimension 2 and seem to
be rather challenging to extend to higher dimensions, see Remark Nevertheless, we believe that
once a similar result is proven for d > 3, it would be possible to apply the same strategy developed in
the present paper to prove the following conjecture:

Conjecture 5. We denote xg = P(B) where B is a ball of unit volume.

1. the diagram Dya is made of all points in R? lying between the graphs of f and g, more precisely:

Djca = {(a@y) €ER? z>x9 and f(z)<y< g(:c)}, (3.35)
where f and g are defined in (3.14]) and (3.15)).

2. functions f and g are continuous and strictly increasing.

3.4.3 About Dgs where S? is the class of simply connected domains

We decided to focus on two classes of domains, @ the class of open domains in R%, and K% the class
of convex domains in R%. But one could also focus on an intermediate class which is

St = {2 C R?,  is open, bounded and simply-connected }.

We give here some thoughts about the Blaschke-Santal6 diagram of (A1, P, |-]) in this class, denoted
Dga: note first that as for the class of open domains, there is uncertainty about the definition of
the perimeter P. But since we are not giving any specific statement here, we consider part of the
investigation to decide in which way a change in the definition of P may affect the shape of Dga.
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1. Assume first that d = 2: since inequalities and also hold for the class of planar
simply connected domains, the diagram Dg2 is bounded from above by a continuous function,
and therefore different from the diagram of open sets Do described in Theorem However,
we expect that the lower boundary of the diagram is simply given by the horizontal half line
[P(B),+00) x {A\1(B)}. More precisely we formulate:

Conjecture 6. There exists h a continuous and increasing function such that

Ds2 = {(P(B), \i(B))} U{(z,y) | 2> P(B), M(B) <y < h(x)}.

This is supported by the fact that we can find shapes with a high perimeter but whose first
Dirichlet-eigenvalue is close to the one of the ball, for example by adding a thin tail to a ball (see
for example [68] for results on tailed domains).

Finally, notice that we do not know whether we should expect h and g to be equal or not. This
is probably also a challenging question.

2. If we now assume d > 3, the class of simply connected domains behave very differently. Actually,
we can introduce an even more restrictive class of domains, namely

St = {QC R?,  is open and homeomorphic to a ball}.
We believe that in this case we have
Dsa =Dz, = Do.

To support this conjecture, we refer to the construction described in |64, Remark 6.2] and inspired
by [82].

3. It would also be interesting to study the diagram in the class of sharshaped domains. In dimension
2, it is not clear whether we expect the diagram to be the same as the diagram for simply
connected sets or not. In dimension higher than 3 however, it would be more natural to expect
that the diagram differs from the one of simply connected sets, but we did not investigate this
question yet.
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Chapter 4

On the Cheeger inequality for convex
sets

This chapter is a reprint of the submitted paper: ”On the Cheeger inequality for convex sets”

[90).

Abstract

In this paper, we prove new sharp bounds for the Cheeger constant of planar convex sets that we use to
study the relations between the Cheeger constant and the first eigenvalue of the Laplace operator with
Dirichlet boundary conditions. This problem is closely related to the study of the so-called Cheeger
inequality for which we provide an improvement in the class of planar convex sets. We then provide
an existence theorem that highlights the tight relation between improving the Cheeger inequality and
proving the existence of a minimizer of a the functional J,, := A;/h? in any dimension n. We finally,
provide some new sharp bounds for the first Dirichlet eigenvalue of planar convex sets and a new
sharp upper bound for triangles which is better than the conjecture stated in [167] in the case of thin
triangles.

4.1 Introduction and main results

A celebrated inequality due to Jeff Cheeger states that for every open bounded set 2 € R™ (where
n > 2) one has:

A(9Q) > Th(Q)?,
where A1 (€) is the first Dirichlet eigenvalue and k() is the Cheeger constant of €, which is defined
as follows:

h(Q) = inf{ P(E]T) ‘ E measurable and E C Q} , (4.1)

where P(FE) is the perimeter of De-Giorgi of E measured with respect to R™ (see for example [151]
for definitions) and |E| is the n-dimensional Lebesgue measure of E. Any set Co C € for which the
infimum is attained is called (when it exists) a Cheeger set of Q. We refer to [151] for an introduction
to the Cheeger problem.

In the present paper, d and r respectively correspond to the diameter and the inradius functionals.

Recently, E. Parini [152] remarked that the constant i can be improved for the class K2 (for every
n € N*, we denote K™ the class of bounded convex subsets of R™). He proved the following inequality:
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2

v e K2 \(Q) > Eh(Q)Z, (4.2)

and noted that the constant % is also not optimal. He then took a shape optimization point of view

by introducing the functional Jy : € K2 — Jo(Q) := % for which he proves the existence of a

minimizer in 2 and conjectures that it is the square; in which case the optimal lower bound would
be given by:
in Jo() = H((0.1) = —2 ~1.387
521,32‘]2( ) = J2((0, ))—WN 98 (...
Nevertheless, as far as we know, as mentioned in [152], Section 6] the existence of an optimal shape in
higher dimensions (n > 3) remains open.
Moreover, in the same paper [152], the author proved the following reverse Cheeger’s inequality:

2
VQeK2,  A(Q) < %h(ﬂ){ (4.3)

which is sharp as it is asymptotically attained by any sequence (€)ren of planar convex sets such
that |Q| =V (where V' > 0) and d(£2) o, oo, see 152, Proposition 4.1]. It was then remarked
— 400

by L. Brasco [40, Remark 1] that the main argument used by Parini, which is Polya’s inequality

2
A1(0) < %2 (%) holds in higher dimensions (see [119]). Thus, the reverse Cheeger inequality also

holds for higher dimensions and is sharp as any sequence (w x (0,1/ k:))
asymptotic equality when k tends to +oo.

4 Where w € KKn—1, provides
For the lower bound, one can combine the inequality h(€2) < ﬁ (which is obtained by taking
the inscribed ball B,y as a test set in the definition of the Cheeger constant h({2)) and Protter’s
inequality [158]:
2 1 n—1
vQeK”, MO > —|—s+ - 44
et > (e + ) -y

which generalises Hersch’s inequality |115] (used by Parini for the planar case) to higher dimensions.
We then obtain the following lower bound:

Vn>2,¥Q e K", J,(Q) =

which improves the original constant i given by J. Cheeger only for n € {2,3}. In which cases, we

have:
2 2

VO K2, Q) > % ~0.616.. and VQeK3 J3(Q) > % ~ 0.274...

In the present paper, we improve the Cheeger-Parini’s inequality (4.2]). Our result in this direction
is stated as follows:

Theorem 15. We have:

VQ e K2 Jy(Q)

. 2

_ Al ( MELL ) ~ 0.902...
h(Q)Q 2]01 + 7

where jo1 denotes the first zero of the first Bessel function.

This result relies on the combination of Protter’s inequality (4.4) and a diametrical Faber-Krahn
type inequality (see (33| Theorem 2.1] or |79, Theorem 3.3]) in order to bound A;(£2) from below.

The study of complete systems of inequalities relating some given functionals is an interesting
subject for its own. It is closely related to the so called Blaschke-Santalo diagrams, we refer to the
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original works of Blaschke [28] and Santalé |163] and to the more recent works [36, |71} [111} {112} |113]
for some interesting examples involving geometric functionals.

In the present paper we provide a complete system of inequalities relating the Cheeger constant h,
the inradius r and the area | - | of planar convex sets, which corresponds to a complete description of
the related Blaschke-Santalé diagram introduced in the following Theorem:

Theorem 16. We have:

9 1 7r(§2) 1 Kl
ekt o+ T gh(Q)gT(Q)Jr\/E, (4.5)

These inequalities are sharp as equalities are obtained for stadiums in the lower estimate and for
domains that are homothetic to their form bodieﬁ in the upper one.
Moreover, we have the following explicit description of the Blaschke-Santalo diagram:

{<r(19)’h(9)) | Qe K? and|Q—1}—{(ﬂc,y)‘xZ (13): wandm+Z§y§x+ﬁ},

r

where B C R? is a ball of unit area.

35

Figure 4.1: The diagram of the triplet (r,h,| - |).

At last, we are interested by the question of the existence of an minimizer of J,, for higher dimensions
n > 3. We prove the following Theorem:

Theorem 17. Let us define the real sequence (By)n as follows:
Vn € N*, Brn = inf J,(9).
We have:

1. (Bn)n is a decreasing sequence.

2. lim B, =1

n—-+4oo

1We refer to [136} Section 1.1] for the definition of form bodies and to [164] for more details.
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8. For n > 2, if the strict inequality B, < Bn_1 holds, we have the following existence result:

0 €K™, T () = inf J,(Q).
Qerxn

Let us give a few interesting comments on Theorem
e The convergence result liIJrrl Bn = i of shows that the constant % given in the original Cheeger
n—-+oo
inequality [55] is optimal in the sense that there exists no constant C' > I such that:

1(92)
h(Q)? ~

>

Yn > 1,¥Q e K", C.

e We believe that the assertion (8, < S,_1 is true for any n > 2. This conjecture is motivated by
the discussion of Section In particular, when n = 2, we have:

2
T
inf J5(Q) < — = inf Jj(w).
QeK? 2() 4 weK! 1)
Thus, we retrieve Parini’s result of existence in the class of planar sets without using the explicit
formulae of Cheeger constants of planar convex sets.

The present paper is organized as follows: in Section[4.2], we provide the proof of the sharp estimates
of the Cheeger constant given in Theorem[I6] Section[f.3]is devoted to the improvement of the Cheeger-
Parini’s inequality for planar convex sets , we also give improved results for some special shapes
(triangles, rhombii and stadiums), see Proposition[9] We then prove the existence result of Theorem
in Section [4:4] We finally discuss some new sharp inequalities involving the first Dirichlet eigenvalue,
the Cheeger constant, the inradius and the area of planar convex sets in Appendix

4.2 Sharp estimates for the Cheeger constant: Proof of Theorem

The proof of Theorem [16]is presented in 3 parts:
The upper bound:

Let Q € K?. We have by [142, Theorem 2]:

Ve (0,r(Q), 9> <1T(t9)) , (4.6)

with equality if and only if 2 is homothetic to its form body.

2
If © is homothetic to its form body, we have by solving the equation |Q_;| = || (1 - ) = 7t%:

r(Q)
1 [

From now on, we assume that 2 is not homothetic to its form body. Let us introduce the functions:

2
o f:te(0,7(Q) — Q] (1 - r(tﬂ)) —7t? =|Q| - f(lggtJr (r(‘gl)z - 7r) t2,

e g:te (0,r(Q) — Q| — w2
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Gl
r(@) V9| h($2)

Figure 4.2: Idea of proof of the upper bound.

By (4.6), we have:
{ 9(0) = f(0),

vee (0,r(Q),  g(t) > f(1),
This implies that 1/h(2), the first zero of g on [0,7(€)], is strictly larger than the first zero of f given

~1
by (T(lm + ./ g|> (see Figure , which proves the inequality.

The lower bound:

Let Q € K2, we denote Cq € K? its (unique) Cheeger set. Let us show that:

() = r(Cq).
By the characterization of the Cheeger set of planar convex sets of \| we have Cqp = Q) _ s +M%Bl,
where B is the ball of unit radius centred at the origin. We then have:

r(Ca) =1 (Qh(lm n h(lmBl) =r (Q,h(lm) +r (h(IQ)Bl> =r(Q) - ﬁ + ﬁr(BQ = r(Q).

Since, the Cheeger set Cq is convex, we can use the following Bonnesen’s inequality :

|Cql
r(Ca)’

P(CQ) > WT(CQ) +

with equality if and only if Cq is a stadium (note that does not mean that  is a stadium). Thus:

_P(Co)  m(Co) i@y (@) 1 ar(@) 1

M= el T TGl 1l @ S ey
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where the last inequality is a consequence of the inclusion Cq C € and thus is an equality if and only
if 2 = Cq. Finally, we proved the lower bound and the equality holds if and only if  is a stadium.

The diagram:

The demonstration is exactly similar to the case of the diagram relating the Cheeger constant, the
area and the perimeter studied in detail in [88], one just has to replace the perimeter by the inradius
and reproduce the same steps of the proof of [88, Theorem 1].

4.3 Improving the Cheeger inequality for planar convex sets

In this section, we provide the proof of Theorem [15| and prove some improved bounds for J> in some
special sub-classes of X2, namely: triangles, thombii and stadiums.

4.3.1 Proof of Theorem 15
Let © € K2. We have by Hersch inequality [115] and Faber-krahn inequaliy |78, [126]:

o T
|QA1(2) > max (71’]31, 47‘((2)2) .

On the other hand, we recall the upper estimate of Theorem [I6}

VIQIR(®Q) <

€]

Q) TV

Thus, we have:

2|Q‘ -2 2z .
J(0) = 2l T <m°1’4r(“) ) min (it =) (i) L 00
h(2)* — Texvr (x4 7)? o1 + 7 R
(45 +v7)

The minimum is taken over [y/7, +00) because —VQ) > /7 for every Q € K2. Moreover, it is attained
for x = 7:;‘71; , see Figure

. 2.2
mas (s, 722

Figure 4.3: Curve of the function z — Yo
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4.3.2 A slight improvement of the result of Theorem
We note that one can combine the following Protter’s inequality [158]:
vQ e A (Q)>7T—2 L+¥
Y =) A2 )

which is an improvement of Hersch’s inequality [115] Section 8] with the optimal inequality (7) of [113]:

e o (5B o () ()

to provide a slight improvement of the lower bound of Theorem
Indeed, the function ¢ is continuous and strictly increasing on [2, +00) (we note that d(2)/r(2) €
[2, +00), thus by considering the inverse function denoted ¢!, inequality becomes:

e, ()

vQ e K2,

. We then write:

2 2 2
max - x 14+ < 1 )) , TJo1
\) (o (1 (i) 4
h(€2)2 | -\
(r(ﬂ) + m)
2 9] ’
s Q 1 -2
ax | &= x x| 1+ ,
B max < 1 ()2 < <tp_l(ﬁ)) ) 7Tj01>
ol \1/2 2
(8" + v
w2 -
- max (Tl‘ (1 + 7_11(30)27, 77]81)) |Q‘ 7T7“(Q)2
>  min (because 5> oy =)
) (Vi + V) ROIER0)

Numerical computations show that the latter minimum is approximately equal to 0.914..., which slightly
improves the lower bound of Theorem

4.3.3 Improvements for special classes of shapes

We state and prove the following Proposition:
Proposition 9. Let Q € K2.
1. If Q is a triangle, then J2(£2) > 1.2076.
2. If Q is a thombus, then Jo() > 1.3819.
3. If Q is a stadium (i.e. the convex hull of two identical balls), then Jo(2) > 1.3673.

Proof. Let Q € K2, since Jy is invariant by homothety (due to scaling properties of A\; and h), we may
assume without loss of generality that || = 1.

1. Let us assume 2 to be a triangle and denote d its diameter and L its perimeter. To bound A1 ()
from below, we make use of two inequalities:
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e The first one is the polygonal Faber-Krahn inequality for triangles, which states that between
triangles of the same area, the regular one minimizes the first Dirichlet eigenvalue:

472
A(Q) =2 M (Teq) = 7

where T¢q is the equilateral triangle of unit area (whose diameter is d., = 31%)
e The second (more recent) is due to P. Freitas and B. Siudeja [84, Corollary 4.1]:
2

™ 2|19 \2
A(Q) > 4|Q‘2(d(§2)+m) :

We then have on the one hand:

4n? 72 2\ 2
> - -
A1(QQ) max(\/37 <d+ ) ),

and on the other hand, the Cheeger constant of the triangle €2 is given by:

_ P(Q)+ /47| L+ Var < Liso + V4w
- 2|0 2 = 2 ’

h(Q)

where L;,, is the perimeter of the isoceles triangle whose diameter is equal to d and area equal
to 1. By using Pythagoras’ theorem, we have:

2
4 4
L15022d+ (d— d2_d2> +ﬁ

Finally, we obtain the following inequality:

w

2 2 2
max (4”7 7rT(d—i— %) )
J2(Q2) = ¢1(d) ==
2d+\/(d7\/@)2+ﬁ,+\/ﬂ

2

3"

We note that d > de,. Indeed, by the isoperimetric inequality of triangles:

3deg = Leg < L < 3d.

Numerically, we obtain dmin ¢1(d) =~ 1.2076...

Zleq

. Let us assume 2 to be the rhombus of unit area whose vertices are given by (—d/2,0), (0, —1/d),
(d/2,0) and (0,1/d).

We bound A1 (2) from below by using the following Hooker and Protter’s estimate for for rhombi

[118):
A (Q) > 72 (d + 1)2 .

As for the Cheeger constant, since € is a circumscribed polygon, we have:

P(Q) 4+ /4x|Q] i

@) = 20 R E

d2
+Z+\/7r
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we use its explicit value in term of d.

2
() > da(d) = — e+ D)

(QWJF\/%)Z.

Numerically, we obtain min ¢s(d) =~ 1.3819...
d>v2
3. Let us assume () to be a stadium of unit area whose diameter is given by a + 2r, where r >
0 is the radius of the ball of its extremity and a > 0. The condition |Q2] = 1 implies that
7r? + 2ar = 1, which is equivalent to a = # We use the monotonicity of A; for inclusion
(for Q@ C (—=r,7) x (0,a + 2r)) and Faber-Krahn inequality to write:

A1 () > max <>\1(B),7T2 (;2 + M)) = max ()\1(3),772 ((1+(fi27r)7‘2)2 + 471~2>> .

It is classical that the stadiums are Cheeger of themselves, see [122], we then have:

P(Q 1 2
h(Q) = |§2|) =2a + 27r = +:r .

Then: 2
mas (M1(B). 7 (i + a7
(M)Q

r

J2(Q) = ¢3(r) =

Numerically, we obtain I(nin ] @3(r) ~ 1.3673...
re O,i7r

4.4 On the existence of a minimizer in higher dimensions

4.4.1 Proof of Theorem
1. Let n > 2, let us first prove that:

n = inf J,(Q) < inf J,_ =: fp_1.
O = gl ) S Gl (@) =P

The idea is to prove that for any w € K", there exists a family (Q4)4>0 of elements of K™ such
that:
Jn_l(w) = dEToo Jn(Qd)

As the proof is quite involved, we decompose it in 3 steps.

Step 1: Lower estimates for \; and h

Let us take Q € K™ and assume without loss of generality that inf{t e R | QN{z =1t} # 2} =0
and denote d := sup{t € R | QN {x =t} # @}. In the proof of |41, Lemma 6.11], the authors
prove that:

Jta €[0,d], M) = M(QN{z =1t}

We adapt there method to Cheeger’s constant and state that:

dt;, € [O,d], h(Q) > h(Q N {x = th}).
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For sake of completeness, we present the proofs of both cases.

Let tx,tn € (0,d) such that:

MOQNn{z=t\}) = égﬂfQ MQNn{x=t}) and A(QN{z=1t}) = gﬂf@h(ﬁ N{z =t}),

and we denote: wy = QN {z =1t} and wp, = QN {z =t,}.
Let u € H}(Q) a positive eigenfunction corresponding to A1 () such that |lullz = 1. We have:

A (Q) :/ |Vu|?dx
Q

d
> / (/ |V’u|2dx’)dt
0 QN{z=t}

> /Od ()\1(9 N{x =t}) /Qm{w_t} u2d$’) dt

d
> Al(wA)/ (/ u%ix')dt
0 QN{z=t}

= A1(wy)

As for Cheeger’s constant, we have x¢, € BV () (where BV (Q) stands for the set of functions

of bounded variations on 2, we refer to [7] for definitions and more details), thus there exists a

sequence ( f,) of functions of BV (2)NC>(Q) such as: fi — xc, in L' () and . 1i1J1r1 |D fi|(R™) =
— 400

[Dxcol(R") = P(Ca).

We have:
n \Y
h(Q) _ P(CQ) _ |DXCQ|(R ) — lim fQ| fk|
|Cal Jo Ixco| koo [o | [kl
d
o fﬂﬂ{m:t} V' fie|da’dt
> lim
d
> i fO (h(Q N{z =t}) me{m:t} |fk|dxl)dt
im
T k—+oco fQ ‘fk|

. I (fm{xzt} |fk:|d$/> dt
R ATA

Step 2: Study of sets with increasing diameters and fixed volume

Let (£2%) a sequence of elements K™ of the same volumes 1, such that dy := d(£2;) — +o00. Let

us prove that:
lkim inf J,(Q) > inf J,_1(w).

—+oo wekn—1t

For every k € N, we consider Ay and A), two diametrical points of Q2 (ie. such as |ApA}| = di).
Since J,, is invariant by rigid motions we can assume without loss of generality that A = (0, ..., 0)
and A} = (di,0,...,0).

By Step 1, we have for all k£ € N:
A1(Qk) > A (wg)
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where wy, := Q. N {x = tx}.

We can assume without loss of generality that ¢, > d/2. Let T be the cone obtained by taking
the convex hull of {Ax} U Cf, where Cy is the Cheeger set of the convex section wy.

Let a €]0,1], we introduce the tube Uf' := aCj x (0,(1 — a)ty). By convexity, we have the
following inclusions:
Us‘ C 7_];‘ C Q

By definition of the Cheeger constant, we have:

P(U,?) 2a”‘1|C'k| + Oz"_Q(l — Oz)P(Ck)tk 2 h(wg) h(wk)
h(Qy) < = — = + ~ .
U a1 — a)|Ckltr (1— )ty a  kotoo  «
Indeed: % =0 (PI(CikI)) because:
Crl |Crl _ |Cl B (< N (& Y R 4 LN
e — _ — B 1/n
P(Ck) P (|C/gvlt ~ Ckl) |C]C nIP( Ckl) P( Ckl) P(Bn 1) P(Bn 1) tk
[Cl| ™ [Cl| ™ |Cr|™
where B,,_; C R* ! is a ball of volume 1.
We deduce that:
A
Va € (O, 1), Jn(Qk) > 1<Wk) 5 ~ aZJn,l(wk)
( 2 n h(w)) k—+o0
(1—a)ty a

Thus:
.. 27. - 2 .
Ya € (0,1), lklm_il_nf I () > « lklminf In—1(wk) > « wel,?ffl Jn—1(w)

By letting o« — 1, we obtain:

liminf J, () > inf -
i () 2 gl )

Step 3: Study of long tubes

In this step, we show that when the height of a tube goes to infinity, the value of .J,, of this tube
converges to the value corresponding to the (n — 1)-dimensional section given by its basis. More
precisely, if we take w € K", we prove that

lim J,,((0,d) x w) = Jp_1(w).

d—+oo

We have by Step 2:
liminf J,,(Q) > Ju—1(w)

k—+o00

We recall that A1 ((0,d) x w) = (%)2 + A1(w) and use the second assertion of Step 1 to bound
Jn((0,d) x w) from above:




By passing to superior limit:

limsup J,, ((0,d) x w) < Jp—1(w).

d——+oo

Then:
lim Jn((O,d) X w) = Jpo1(w).

d——+o0

At last, we write:

= 1 = 1 1 > 1 = .
Br-1 w€1’IC1£71 Jnfl(w) wellrclffl (dgrfoo Jn((oad) X w)) = Qlenlgn Jn(Q) Bn
> inf J,(Q)
Qexmn

. For every n > 2, we take a ball B,, C R™ of unit radius, we have:

s
= ~ = —

1 (B JRoan (2)? 1
4 QeKn - B h(Bn)2  n2  notoo n2 4’

where jn ;3 is the first root of the n't Bessel function of first kind. We refer to [170] for the

equivalence jn_11 ~ 2.
q Jz-1, nestoo 2

. The existence result:

Now, we assume that: Qinlg Jn(Q) < iIIle ) Jn—1(w). Let us prove the existence of a minimizer
exn wekn—
of J, on K™.
Let (%) be a minimizing sequence of K™ (ie. such as lim J,(Qx) = inf J,(2)). Since J, is
k—+o0 QeKn
scaling invariant we can assume without loss of generality that |Q| =1 for all n € N.

If (d(€2)) is not bounded, we can extract a subsequence (1)) such as

kklfoo d(Qyp(r)) = +00.

Thus, by Step 2:

Qlenlg“ Jn(Q) - kgr-ﬁl-loo J(Qk) = wElllCl”i:*l Jn_l((JJ).

which contradicts hypothesis 8,_1 > B,.

We deduce that the sequence of diameters (d(Qk)) is bounded, then by compactness, there exists
2* € K™ and a strictly increasing map o : N — N such that Q) k—) Q* for Hausdorff distance.
o0

We then have by continuity of .J,, for the same metric (see [152, Proposition 3.2]):

Tn(@) = lim J(Q) = inf J.(Q).

k—+oco

4.4.2 Discussion of the hypothesis 3, < 3,_1

We believe that hypothesis 3,, < 8,—1 is true for any dimension n and that one can use convex cylinders
(i.e. those of the form w x (0,d), where w € K"~ and d > 0) to show it.

Let us analyse what happens when n = 2. In this case convex cylinders are rectangles. We consider
the family of cylinders Q4 = (0,1) x (0,d) (where d > 0) and denote

A (Qq 21+ 5
Vi) :d>0r— Jp(Qq) = hzéd)g - (L )

2
4—7
( 1+d—+/ (d1)2+7rd>
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Figure 4.4: The curve of ¥ y).

We plot the curve of ¥ 1) in Figure @

We remark that when d goes to infinity, ¥ 1) = J2(24) tends to Jl((O, 1)) = %2 from below, in
the sense that there exists an order from which the function ¥ ;) should be strictly increasing and
thus cannot have values above the limit Jl((O, 1)) We believe that the same property should hold
in higher dimensions: let n > 2, Q4 := w x (0,d) where d > 0 and w € K"~ !, as before we denote
U, :d>0r— J,(Qq). We have already proved above that:

li v = li Q) = Jn_ .
. To(d) = lim Jn(Qa) = Jn-a(w)

It remains to prove that for large values of d one has:
U, (d) = Jpn(Qa) < Jn—1(w).

To do so, we propose to show that function ¥, is strictly increasing for large values of d by studying
the derivative ¥/ (d).
Let us take d > 0, we have for ¢ > 0 sufficiently small:
w2 72 272

A (Qase) = Mi(w) + dri2 Ar(w) + B ?H_tgo(t)’

and
h(Qdth) = h(Qd) + h/(Qd, Vd) Xt 4+ tgo(t)’

where V; : R® — R™ is the smooth dilatation field such that Vy(z1, -+ ,2,) = (O, <o, 0, Zl). As
proved in [153], we have:

1
W (Qa,Va) = ——
1Ca,l Joaunoca,

(FL - h(Qd)) <Vd, n)do,

where k is the mean curvature and Cgq, is the Cheeger set of 4. Since (Vg,n) = 0 on all Q4 N ICq,
except on the upper basis 9Qq N ICq, N {z, = d} where x is null, we have the following formula for
the shape derivative:

0Cq, N {zn = d}|

h(Qq,Vy) =
(Qa, Va) Cal

h(Q4).
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By straightforward computations we obtain:

272 1 10Cq, N {wn = d}]
>mmﬁ(<ﬁ+MW) 4l >

2’/T2 )\1(&)) 1
> T h{0g)? < ] |0Cq, N{z, =d}| — d2> (because Cq, C €4, thus |Cq,| < Q4] = |w| x d).

Finally, it remains to prove that for sufficiently large values of d one can prove estimate of the type:
1
|0Cq, N{x, =d}| > ek
One can check that this assertion is correct when n = 2. Indeed, if we consider the cylinder 2 =
(0,1) x (0,d), we can easily check that
10C0, O {2, = d}] Myx s
Qa1 = OH M2 g T @

where M5 is some dimensional constant.

At last, let us mention the very recent work of E. Parini and V. Bobkov [29] where they manage to
explicitly describe the Cheeger sets of rationally invariant sets in any dimension and thus compute their
Cheeger values. By applying these results to cylinders of the form B,,_1 x (0, d), where B,,_; C R" "1 is
a ball, we remark as expected that W, is strictly increasing for higher values of d and thus converges
to Jp—1(Bp—1) from below, which supports our strategy.

4.5 Appendix: Some applications

In this Appendix, we apply the sharp estimates given in (4.5]) to obtain some new bounds for the first
Dirichlet eigenvalue in the case of planar convex sets.

4.5.1 Some sharp upper bounds for the first Dirichlet eigenvalue

General planar convex sets

Proposition 10. We have the following sharp inequality:

vQ ek Q) < %2 (r(lﬂ) + \/EY (4.8)

where equality is asymptotically attained by any family of convex sets (Q)ren such as |Q| = Vo for
any k € N (where Vi is a positive constant) and d(Qy) k—+> “+o0.
—+00

Proof. We have for every Q € K2:

71_2 7T2 ™ 2
n@) < @< T (sl )

where the first inequality is the reverse Cheeger inequality proved by E. Parini in [152, Proposition
4.1] and the second inequality corresponds to the upper bound given in (4.5).

Let us now prove the sharpness inequality . Let Vo > 0 and (Q)ken a family of convex sets
such as |Q| =V} for any k € N and d(Q) kjm +00. We have on the one hand:

vk € N* m <)\(Q)<l2 Loy R L EAY
a2 Y T 1 () %) 4 \r(Q) Vo)
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on the other hand, we have:

1 P(%) _ d(S%)
> >
H0) " 20 © Vo ke 0O
thus:
M) - (4.9
P e ()2 '
which proofs the sharpness of inequality (4.8)). O

Remark 12. We note that one can use inequalities (4.5)), to provide a similar equivalence as (4.9) for
the Cheeger constant. Indeed, let us consider Vo > 0 and (Qk)ken a family of convex sets such as
Qx| = Vo for any k € N and d(Q) I oo We have by (4.5):

—+o0

1 r(Q) 1 T
o0t M S ey TV

Vk € N,
. 1 . - .
and since (] k—>—+>oo 400, we have the following equivalence:

1
k?*)f:'OO ’I“(Qk)

h(Q) . (4.10)
By combining (4.9) and (4.10), we retrieve (with an alternative method) the asymptotic result of (152,
Proposition 4.1]:

Al(Qk) 7T2

li Q)= lim ——5 = —.
kJTw JZ( k) k—lr—ir-loo h(Qk)2 4

It is interesting to compare inequality (4.8) with other inequalities involving the inradius and the
area. One immediate estimate can be obtained by considering the inclusion B,.(qy C 2 (where B, (q)
is an inscribed ball of Q (with radius r(2)). We have by the monotonicity of A;:

A() <\ (BT(Q)) = r{?}l)z’ (4.11)

where jg; denotes the first zero of the first Bessel function. This inequality was already stated in [152}
inequality (3)] and in [43] inequality (1.5)] in higher dimensions and for a more general setting. In
Figure [.5] we plot the curves corresponding to the latter inequalities and an approximation of the
Blaschke-Santalé diagram corresponding to the functionals A, the inradius r and the area | - |, that is

the set of points:
1
D=3 —=, (2 Qe K? Q=1y.
{(T(Q)’Al( )) | Q€ K2 and || }
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A1

10* random convex set.
350

= Inequality A;(2) < r(]é)Q'

250 -

2
— Inequality \;(Q2) < ﬂI? (ﬁ + ﬁ) .
150 -

Faber-Krahn’s inequality [Q|\1(Q) > |B|A\1(B) = 7j2,.

50

. Q
= = Inequality \r{}; > \T{Q = /7.

Figure 4.5: Inequality (4.8) improves ({.11]) for convex sets with small inradius (ie. large 1).

Sets that are homothetic to their form bodies: in particular "triangles”

We recall that in the case of sets that are homothetic to their form bodies, one has 1 P(Q)r(Q) = |Q]

2
and:
PO+ /A 1 =
MO=""5@r “wo Ve

Thus one can write the following result, which is an immediate Corollary of the reverse Cheeger’s
inequality of [152 Proposition 4.1]:

Corollary 8. For every set Q € K2, that is homothetic to its form body (in particular triangles), we
have the following inequality:

)\1(9)<%2>< <@+ &)Zzﬁx <P|g|2)+2\/€|)2. (4.12)

The inequality is sharp as it is asymptotically attained by any sequence of convex sets () of unit area
that are homothetic to their form bodies such that d(€y) Lo Too
—+0oo

The most important thing about this upper bound is that in the case of triangles, inequality (4.12)
is better than the following bound obtained by B. Siudeja in [167, Theorem 1.1] for "thin” triangles:

M(T) < %2 X <P|§11|1)>2 (4.13)

It is also interesting to note that inequality is even better (also for thin triangles) than the

following upper bound stated in [167, Conjecture 1.2]:

Conjecture 7. For every triangle T, one has:

w2 P(T)\*> /3r2
( T ) 3|71

M(T) <

<13 % (4.14)

Here also, let us compare the different estimates in a Blaschke-Santalé diagram: we consider the
one involving the perimeter, the area and A; in the class of triangles, that is the set of points:

T = {(P(T), A\ (T)) | T is a triangle such that |T| = 1}.
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v Random triangles.
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Figure 4.6: Comparison between inequalities (4.12]) and (4.13)) and Conjecture (4.14) with a zoom on
smaller values of the perimeter.

4.5.2 A sharp Cheeger-type inequality
Proposition 11. We have the following sharp Cheeger-type inequality:

VQ e k2, AﬂQ)>jz<hGD——V4?ﬁ>2, (4.15)

where equality is asymptotically attained by any family of convex sets (Q)ren such as |Q| = Vo for
any k € N (where Vi is a positive constant) and d(Q) k—+> “+o0.
—400

Proof. Let Q € K2, we have:

Aﬂn>jxréyzf(mm¢£oa

where the first inequality is the classical Hersch’s inequality [115] and the second follows from is the

upper estimate of (4.5)).
As for the equality case, let (2;) a family of convex sets () ken such as || = Vj for any k& € N and

d(Qy) k:)m +o00. By [152, Proposition 4.1], we have: A1 () e 7T;h(Qk)z and by the equivalence
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. 1 s . o .
(4.10) and kgrﬂoo Ty = To° (see the proof of Propos1t10n, we have kinioo h(Q2) = +oo which

implies the equivalence: A1 ()

even the conjecture J»(Q) > J5((0,1)?)) for thin planar convex domains, see Figure

~Y
k— 400

= (e - ﬁ)

O

We note that inequality (4.15]) is better than the improved Cheeger inequality of Theorem (and

where we

provide an approximation of the following Blaschke-Santalé diagram relating A\, the Cheeger constant
and the area:

Eigenvalue

C:={(h(),\M(Q) | Qe K?

and |Q] =1}.

Random convex sets.
-------- Parini’s Conjecture J5(2) > J5((0,1)?)

——Improved lower bound J2(£2) > 0.902

2
Inequality A;(Q2) > ”TQ <h(Q) — |_5\>

— Upper bound J2(Q2) < %2
- - Faber-Krahn”s inequality |Q|\1(Q2) > |B|\(B) = 7j3,

Inequality 1/|Q[h(Q) > /|B|h(B) = 2y/7

Cheeger constant

Figure 4.7: Approximation of the Blaschke-Santalé diagram C and relevant inequalities.
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Chapter 5

Numerical study of convexity constraint
and application to Blaschke-Santalo
diagrams

This chapter is devoted to the numerical study of convexity constraint in shape optimization in the
plane. It contains some results of the work in progress [89].

The convexity constraint allows in general to prove the existence of shape optimization problems.
The optimal shape may be smooth or singular (polygonal for example), see for example [19] 131}, |134].
This makes these kind of problems very interesting from a numerical point of view as one has to adapt
the method for each one in function of the expected regularity of the solution. We present various
(classical and more original) methods of parametrization that allow to handle convexity constraint
(and other ones related to the involved functionals). We apply these techniques for Blaschke-Santald
diagrams involving the area | - |, the perimeter P, the diameter d and the first Dirichlet eigenvalue
A1. We are then able to obtain approximations of the extremal sets (those corresponding to points on
the boundary) of these diagrams. This, combined with theoretical upcoming vertical convexity results
stated in this chapter (see Theorem and also Corollaryof Chapter give an improved description
of the studied Blaschke-Santalé diagrams.

We consider 4 different parametrizations of the convex sets:

1. by the support function introduced in Section [5.1.1

2. by the gauge function introduced in Section [5.1.2

3. by the radial function introduced in Section [5.1.3

4. and by the vertices of a polygonal approximation introduced in Section

In the present chapter, we perform some qualitative comparisons between each method by testing
them on different shape optimization problems (for which the solutions vary from regular shapes to
irregular ones like polygons).

5.1 Parametrization of convex sets and numerical setting

Before describing the parametrizations used in the present thesis, let us recall the definition of (direc-
tional) first order shape derivative that is very important in numerical shape optimization.
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Definition 3. let us take a shape depending functional J : Q@ C R®™ — R, where n > 2, and let V :
R™ — R™ a perturbation vector field. Let @ C R™, we denote 0y := (I +tV)(Q) where I :x € R" —
1s the identity map and t a sufficiently small positive number. We say that the functional J admits

a directional shape derivative at S in the direction V if the following limit lim+ w exists. In
t—0

this case we denote:

J() = J(Q)

Now, let us present the 4 parametrizations considered in this thesis and show how convexity and
other constraints are implemented.

5.1.1 Support function parametrization
Definitions and main properties

The support function is a useful tool to parametrize a convex set by a function defined on the unit
sphere, it allows to turn geometrical problem into analytical problems and thus use tools from calculus
of variations to solve geometrical problems, we refer for example to [104] for an analytical proof of
the classical Blaschke-Lebesgue Theorem which states that among all planar convex domains of given
constant width the Reuleaux triangle has minimal area and to [25], [103] for more examples.

Let us now recall the definition of the support function:

Definition 4. Let Q € K™ be a convex body (where n > 2). The support function hg is defined on R™
by:

Ve € R",  hq(r) = sup(z,y).
yeN

The support function is positively 1-homogeneous, so one can equivalently consider the restriction of
hq to the unit sphere S* 1.

The support function has various interesting properties as linearity for Minkowski sums, character-
izing a convex set and quite practical formulations of different geometrical quantities as the perimeter,
diameter, area and width. There are many other properties that enhance the popularity of this
parametrization, we refer to [164, Section 1.7.1] for a complete survey and detailed proofs.

Let us state the main properties of the support function used in the present thesis.

Proposition 12. Let Q1,09 € K™ and hq,, hq, the corresponding support functions, we have the fol-
lowing properties:

1. 9 =Qy < hq, =hq,.

2. If Q1 C Qo, then hq, < hq,.

3. ha,nq, = min(hq,, hq,).

4. Py, 42.0, = AMha, + Aahq,, where A1, Ay > 0.

5. d(Q1,92) = ||ha, — hayllee := sup 1 |ha, (u) — ha, (u)].

ueSn—

Since we are interested in the case of planar convex sets, from now on the support function of a set
Q € K2 is defined by:

0
V0 € R, hq(f) =sup <x, (C.OS )> = sup (z1cosf+ xasind).
zeQ sin 0 (z1,22)EQ

It is now natural to wonder how can the support function describe a convex shape (or more precisely
its boundary). The following Proposition provides an efficient parametrization of strictly convex planar
domains, which are considered in numerical simulations to approach the optimal shapes.
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Proposition 13. Let Q € K2. The support function hg of the convex Q is of class C' on R if and only
if Q is strictly convex, in which case its boundary 02 will be parametrized as follows:

xg = hq(0) cosd — hq(0)sin b,
Yo = ha(0)sin@ + hg,(0) cos b,

where 6 € [0, 27].

Now that we know that for any convex set one can associate a support function, it is natural to
seek for conditions that a function should satisfy in order to be the support function of a convex set.
The answer is tightly related to the fact that the convexity of a set is equivalent to the positivity of
the radius of curvature at any point of its boundary.

Proposition 14. Let Q a strictly convexr planar set, we assume that its support function hq is C*1,
then the geometric radius of curvature of 0N is given by Rqo = h{) + hq and we have:

Vo €[0,2n],  Ra(0) = h(6) + ha(6) > 0. (5.1)

Reciprocally, if h is a C%', 2w periodic function satisfymg then there exists a convex set Q) € K?
such that h = hq.

Remark 13. The results above are stated for strictly conver sets with smooth support functions (which
is enough for the numerical simulations, see . Newvertheless, let us give some remarks on the
singular cases:

o When h is just C*, the condition R := b’ +h > 0 can be understood in the sense of distributions
that is to say that R := h" 4+ h is a positive Radon measure (i.e. for all C* positive function ¢

of compact support in [0,27], one has: OQT{ Ro > 0).

o When ) is not strictly convex, the support function hq is not C' and the measure corresponding
to the radius of curvature Rqo may involve Dirac measures. This is for example the case for
polygons where R will be given by a finite sum of Dirac measures, see [164] for example.

In addition to providing a quite simple description to the convexity constraint (see (5.1))), the
support function provides elegant expressions for some relevant geometric functionals.

Proposition 15. Let Q € K? and hq its support function, we have the following formulae:

1. for the perimeter
2

PQ) = ha(6)do,
0

2. for the minimal width

w(Q) = eerfg)i,lzlw) (ha(0) + ha(m +0)),

3. for the diameter

d(Q) = pnax (ha(0) + ha(m +6)),

4. for the area

o =5 [ 026) - 13©)d.
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Numerical setting

Let us take Q € K2. Since hq is an H', 27r-periodic function, it admits a decomposition in Fourier
series:

ha(0) = ag + Z(an cos nfd + by, sinnh),
n=1

where (a,,), and (b,), denote the Fourier coefficients defined by:

1 2m
ap = — ha(0)de
2 0
and
1 2 1 27
Vn e N*, a,= f/ hq(0) cos (nh)dl, b, = f/ hq(6) sin (nb)d6.
T Jo T Jo

We can then express the area and perimeter via the latter coefficient as follows:

o0
T
P(Q) =2may and |Q] = a2 + 3 > (- k) (a} + 7).
k=1
To retrieve a finite dimensional setting, the idea is to parametrize sets via Fourier coefficients of
their support functions truncated at a certain order N > 1. Thus, we will look for solutions in the set:

N
Hy = {9|—>ao+Z(akcos(k‘9)—|—bksin(k‘9)) ‘ ag, -+ ,an,b1, -+ ,bn ER}.
k=1

This approach is justified by the following approximation proposition:

Proposition 16. ([164, Section 3.4])
Let Q € K? and ¢ > 0. Then there exists N. and Q. with support function hg, € Hn. such that
dH(Q,0.) < e.

For more convergence results and application of this method for different problems, we refer to [15].

Let N > 1, we summarize the parametrizations of functionals and constraints:
e The set  is parametrized via ag,...,ayx,b1,...,bN.

e The convexity constraint is given by the condition h¢), + hg > 0 on [0,27). In [20] the authors
provide an exact characterization of this condition in terms of the Fourier coefficients, involving
concepts from semidefinite programming. In [14] the author provides a discrete alternative of the
convexity inequality which has the advantage of being linear in terms of the Fourier coefficients.
We choose 0, = 2em/M where m € [1, M] for some positive integer M and we impose the
inequalities h¢y(0,,) + ho(6,) > 0 for m € [1, M]. As already shown in [14] we obtain the
following system of linear inequalities:

ao
aj
1 aqqp -+ oun - Pig - Bin 0
: an | 2| :
1 ayis - onn - Bwi - BN b1 0
by

where o, = (1 — k?) cos (kb,,) and By, = (1 — k?) sin (k6,,) for (m, k) € [1, M] x [1, N]J.
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e The perimeter constraint P({) = pg is given by

2mag = pg-

e The area constraint || = Ay is given by

N
Y

n=1
e The diameter constraint d(€2) = dj is equivalent to

VO € [0,27), hq(f)+ hao(r+6) < do,

360, € [0,271’), hQ(00)+hQ(7T+90) = dp,
again as for the convexity We choose 0,, = 2rm /M where m € [1, M'] for some positive integer
M’ and we impose the inequalities hqo(0,,) + hao(m + 0,,) < do for m € [1, M'], we also assume
without loss of generality that hq(0) + hq(m) = do (because all functionals are invariant by

rotations). All theses conditions can be written in terms of (a) and (by) as the following linear
constraints:

Ym e [1,M'], 2ao+ g: (1 + (=1)%) cos (k) x aj, + (14 (=1)%) sin (kb,,) x bi) < do,
k=1

N
2(10 + Z (1 + (*1)1’6)&]c = do.
k=1

Computation of the gradients

In order to have an efficient optimization algorithm, we compute the derivatives of the eigenvalue
and the area in terms of the Fourier coefficients of the support function (while for the convexity, the
diameter and the perimeter constraints no gradient computation is needed in this setting since these
constraints are linear). To this aim, we first consider two types of perturbations, a cosine term and
a sine term, namely two families of deformations (V,, ) and (V};, ) that respectively correspond to the
perturbation of the coefficients (ay) and (by) in the Fourier decomposition of the support function. As
stated in Proposition [I3] when 2 is strictly convex, the support function provides a parametrization
of its boundary 9Q = {(xg, ys)| ¢ € [0, 27]}; then the perturbation fields (V,, ) and (V;,) are explicitly
given on the boundary of Q as follows:

Va, (29, y9) = (cos (k0) cos  + ksin(k6) sin 0, cos(kf) sin 6 — ksin(kf) cos(d)),  where k € [0, N]|
Vo (9, y0) = (sin (kB) cos 6 + k cos(kf) sin 0, sin(k6) sin @ — k cos(k#) cos ), ~ where k € [1, N]|

If we denote A : Q@ — |Q] the area functional, we have the following formulae for the shape
derivatives of the functional A in the directions (Vj, ) and (W4, ):

.A/(Q, Vao) = 27ra0
A(Q,Va,) = (1 — k?)ag, where k € [1,N]
A (V) = m(1 — k?)bg,  where k € [1, N]

As for the Dirichlet eigenvalue, we recall that when € is convex (or sufficiently smooth), the shape
derivative of \; in a direction V : R2 — R? is given by the following formula:

N(QV) = — /a Vo)V ). . ),
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where n(zp,yp) = (cosf,sinf) stands for the exterior unit normal vector to 9Q, u; € H(Q) corre-
sponds to a normalized eigenfunction (i.e. ||ui||2 = 1) corresponding to the first eigenvalue A;(€2) and
do = (hd + hq)(0)dl, we refer to [106| Section 2.5] for more details on shape derivatives of eigenvalues.
It is then possible by a change of variables to write the directional shape derivatives of A as an integral
on [0, 2] as follows:

AM(Q, V) =— OQW |Vul|?(zg, yg) cos (k6) (h’g’z(ﬂ) + hg(é)))d&, where k € [0, N],
N (9, Vi) = — [T [Vul? (2, yo) sin (k) (hy(6) + ha(8))df,  where k € [1, N].

The computation of the integrals is done by using an order 1 trapezoidal quadrature.

5.1.2 Gauge function parametrization
Definition and main properties

A classical way to parametrize starshaped open sets (in particular convex ones) is by using the so-called
gauge function.

Definition 5. Let Q2 a bounded, open subset of R"™ (with n > 2) starshaped with respect to the origin.
The gauge function uq is defined on R™ by:

Ve € R", uq(x) =inf{t >0 | tz € Q}.

The gauge function is positively 1-homogeneous, so one can equivalently consider the restriction of ug
to the unit sphere S*~1.

In the planar case (n = 2), we use polar coordinates representation (r,6) for the domains, we then
define the gauge function on R as follows:

VO ER, ug() = inf {t >0t (Cf”’g) € Q} .
sin 0

The open set  is then given by:

1
Q{(r,9)€[0,+oo)xR|r<qu)}.

The curvature of the boundary of 2 is given by:

u/é""U/Q
RO = —""" "3,

(1+ (55;)2)g

where the second order derivative is to be understood in the sense of distributions. Thus, as for the
support function, the starshaped set Q C R? is convex if and only if:

u’g’l—FquO.

Moreover, straight lines in 02 are parameterized by the set {ug),+uqo = 0}, and corners in the boundary
are seen as Dirac masses in the measure ug + ug. For example, the gauge function of a polygon will
be given by a finite sum of Dirac masses at angles parametrizing the corners.

Both the perimeter and area can be expressed via gauge function. Unfortunately, this is not the
case for the diameter.

Proposition 17. Let 2 a planar set star-shaped with respect to the origin. We have the following
formulae:
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1. for the perimeter

2. for the area

Numerical setting

Similarly to the case of support function, in the planar case, we can decompose its gauge function as
a Fourier series:

uqn(0) = ao + Z(ak cos kf + by, sin k),
k=1
where (a,), and (b,), denote the Fourier coefficients defined by:

1 2
ap = 5 ug (0)do
and
1 27 1 27
Yk e N*, a, = f/ uq(0) cos (k6)dl, by = 7/ uq () sin (k6)d6.
T Jo ™ Jo

Here also, we look for solutions among truncated functions given in the following space:

N
Hy = {9»—>ao+z(akcos(k9)+bksin(k0)) | ag, - ,an,by,- -+ by ER}.
k=1

In practice, the computation of the perimeter and the area is done by considering a uniform
discretization {0} := 257 | k € [0, M — 1]} of the interval [0,27), with M a positive integer (we take
it equal to 200 for the applications). We then approach the domain €2 by the polygon Qs of vertices

Ayg, (ngs(g 5 %), where k € [0, M — 1]. The functionals perimeter and area (given as integrals in

Proposition are then computed in terms of (ay) and (bg) by using an order 1 trapezoidal quadrature:

N 2 N 2
\/(ao+z (ap cos (pbr,)+bp sin (pek))) +(Z (7pap sin (pfy, )+pby cos (p@k))>
~ (9 )+u 0 p=1 p=1
P(Q) ~ 1\14 - k(ek) - =37 Z ~ > )
k=0 <a0+z (a,, cos (pfr)+bp sin (p9k)>>
p=1
I = M= 1
€ ~ 57 g_:o WZ(0,) — M kz_:o ~ 7.
= = (a0+2 (ap cos (pfr )+bp sin (p@k)))
p=1

Here also the convexity is parametrized as in the last section by linear inequalities involving the
coefficients (ay) and (by).

Computation of the gradients

The shape gradients of the area and the perimeter are computed by differentiating the explicit formulae
above with respect to the Fourier coefficients. As for the Dirichlet eigenvalue, one has to use the
Hadamard formula:

AN (V) =~ /6Q |Vup |2V, n)do,
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where u; € H}(Q) is a normalized eigenfunction (i.e. |lui|2 = 1) corresponding to A1 (Q2) and V is
a perturbation field corresponding to the perturbation of a Fourier coefficient. Let us investigate the
values of such perturbations on the boundary of (: let ¢ : § € R — v(6) a Lipschitz 2m-periodic
function, for sufficiently small values of ¢ > 0, we write:

-1
1+t¢> :1<1—¢><t—|— o(t)):l—q;Xt+t_0>O(t).

1 1
ug + to n % ( uUQ uUQ uUQ t—0 uQ Uy

We deduce that perturbating the gauge function in a direction ¢ corresponds to a perturbation field

defined on the boundary 90 = { (205, 220 ) | 0  [0,27]} by:

(ont i) <20 @ (i) <%

We then deduce that the perturbation fields corresponding to the perturbations of the coefficients
(ag) and (bg) are given by:

[’ in 6 _ cos (k@) (cos (0
Var (;ﬁs(o)’ usg(e)> = ug((e)) (sin ((9)))’ where k € [0, N],

s 6 sin 6 sin (k6) (cos (6
Vo, (:;)(9)7 ug(e)) =- ug((e)) (sm ((9)))’ where k € [1, N],

where 0 € [0, 27].

Once the perturbation fields are known, we use the polygonal approximation Q; (introduced above
in Paragraph [5.1.2)) of the domain 2 to provide a numerical approximation of the shape gradient as
follows:

M—-1

)‘I Q V Z |V’LL1| xlkﬂylk)<V(x1k7ylk)7nk>dak7
k=0

with the convention A,; := Ay and:

e doy = \/('rAk - ‘TAk+1)2 + (yAk - yAk+1)27
e [} is the middle of the segment [A;Agi1]-

1 (—(Z/A,C ~YApp)

® Ny =
k doy TAR—TAL

) is the exterior unit vector normal to the segment [AjAg11].

5.1.3 Radial function parametrization
Definition and main properties

It is common to parametrize star-shaped domains via their radial function. In this section, we present
this parametrization

Definition 6. Let n > 2 and Q C R" a domain star-shaped with respect to the origin. The radial
function pq is defined on R™ by:

Ve e R", pa(x) =sup{t >0 |tz € Q}.

The radial function is positively 1-homogeneous, so one can equivalently consider the restriction of pq
to the unit sphere SP1
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In the planar case we can define the radial function on R as follows:

VO eR, pa(f) =sup {t >0 | t<c.050> € Q} .
sin ¢

If Q C R? is open, it can be given in polar coordinates as follows:
Q={(r,0) € [0;+00) xR | r < pa(8)}.

We remark that the radial function is simply the inverse of the gauge function introduced before.

Numerical setting

Unfortunately, in contrary to the previous cases, convexity cannot be given by linear constraints on
the Fourier coefficients of the periodic function pg. We propose to approximate a set via polygons of

2km
COS AT

vertices po(0x) (07,1 ) € R?, where k € [0, M — 1] and M a sufficiently large integer (in practice we
Sin v

take M = 200).
Thus, a star-shaped set {2 will be parametrized via M positive distances (px)refi,n] that describe

2km
COS M

a polygonal approximation of ) given by vertices Ay = pk( ) We always consider the convention

sin 2}6—[
Apr = Ag and A_y := Ap;—1 (in particular pps := po and p_1 := pasr—1).
This setting allows to give good approximations of the involved geometrical functionals (perimeter,

area and diameter). we have:

1. for the area:
1, 27 NZ
€] = 9 M s x Z PkPk+1,
k=0

2. for the perimeter:

Nl 2km
PQ) = > |02+ piiy — 20kpri1coS (M>
k=0

3. and the diameter:

4(Q) 2 27 2+ 2 o 2jr]?
= ma ; COS —— — P COS —— i S1N —— — P S1IN ——— s

this formula provides the diameter in O(M?) complexity. When the polygon is convex we use a
faster method of computation (with complexity O(M)), which consists of finding all antipodal
pairs of points and looking for the diametrical between them. This is classically known as Shamos
algorithm [157].

It remains to describe the convexity constraint via the parameters (pr)refo,pr—1: we remark that
the polygon (which contains the origin O) whose vertices are given by Ay := (,0;C cos 2’“7”, Pk Sin 2’“7”)
is convex if and only if the sum of the areas of the triangles OAxAg11 and OARAk_1 is less or equal

than the area of OAy_1Aj41, see Figure[5.1
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A1

Figure 5.1: Convexity constraint via areas of the triangles.

We have: ) o
S04, 1A, = 3Pk—1Pk SIN ST

1 . 2k
SOAL A1 = 3PkPE+1SID ST

_ 1 s 4km . 2k 2k
SOA, 1 Avsr = 3Pk—1Pk+18IN FF = pr_1pk418in 57 cos ST

Thus, the convexity constraint given by Spa,_;a, +Soa, 4., = Soa,_,4,,, is equivalent to the
following quadratic constraint:

2w
Cy := 2cos <M)pk—1pk+1 — pr(pr—1+ pry1) <0,
where k € [0, M —1].

Computation of the gradients

Now that we brought the shape optimization problem to a finite dimensional optimization one, it
remains to compute the gradients of the involved functionals and constraints.

Let us take @ C R? a domain whose starshaped with respect to the origin O, that we assume
to be parametrized by (pr)refo,nr—17- For any k € [0, M — 1] we denote V,, the perturbation field
corresponding to the perturbation of the variable py. It is null on the whole boundary except on the
sides [Ag—1Ak] and [AgAgy1], see Figure
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Figure 5.2: Perturbation field V,,.

Since we dispose of explicit formulae for the perimeter and the area, we can directly compute the
corresponding shape gradients. We have for every k € [0, M — 1]:

2
sin
Al(vipk) = % X (Pk—1 + Pr+1)s
and 2 2
POV, = pi — pr—1 cos (57) + pr. — prev1.cos (37) .
\/pk 1t pk 2pk—1pk COS ( \/pk+1 + pk — 2pk+1pk COS (ﬁﬂ)

For the eigenvalue, we use as before the Hadamard formula:
N(QV) = —/ Va2V, n)do
Ele)

where u; € Hg(Q) is a normalized eigenfunction (i.e. |Jujl|2 = 1) corresponding to A\;(2) and V is a
perturbation field.
For every k € [0, M — 1], we discretize the side [AyAgy1] in ¢ small segments of length

ApApia
; 7
centred in some points B}, € [AyAg+1]. We then compute approximations of the gradients as follows:

—_

14
AL, V), *Z Vur (@i ypi (Vo (51, Y )y i) o=V |*(z gy

¢ k71><VPk (xBiilayBjcilLnk71>d0k71)7

with:

e the conventions Ay := Ag and A_q := Ap;—1 (in particular pps := po and p_1 := par—1),

the points (B;i)ie[[l,Mﬂ

doy = \/(JL‘Ak — :z:AHl)? + (ya, — yAk+1)27
Vie[1,6], Bi:=(1-%)As+ 5Ak1,

—(Ya,—Yap )
LA =TAR

1

° nkzz—(

Tor ) is the exterior unit vector normal to the segment [AyAgi1]-

Finally, for the diameter, we use the following shape derivative formula obtained in Theorem

d'(,V) = max {<|z_z| Vi(z) - V(y)> ‘ 2,y € Q, such that |z —y| = d(Q)} .
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5.1.4 Polygonal approximation and parametrization via vertices

In this section, we propose to parametrize a convex set via the coordinates (2, yr)refo,p—1] of the
vertices Ay of a corresponding polygonal approximation denoted 2y, (with M > 3). We assume that
the points (Ax)refo,ar—17 form in this order a simple polygon (that is a polygon that does not intersect
itself and has no holes) and recall the conventions Ay; := Ag and A_q1 := Apr—q.

As for the previous cases, we have formulae for the involved geometrical quantities:

M—1
P(Q) = >V @k — 21)? 4 (k1 — Ue)?,
k=0
1 M—-1
Qm| = 3 Y ThkYk+1 — Tha1lk
k=0
d(Qu) = max Vi —x)%+ (yi — y;)?

It is easily seen that ), is convex if and only if all the interior angles are less than or equal to 7.
By using the cross product, this, in turn, is equivalent to the following quadratic constraints:

(Th—1 — k) W1 — Yr) — Wr—1 — Y&) (@11 — 21) <0,

for k € [0, M — 1], where we used the conventions z¢ := x s, Yo := Ynr, Tar+1 := 1 and yar11 := y1.
This characterization of convexity is quite natural and has already been considered in literature, see
[19] for example.

The gradients of the perimeter, area and convexity constraints (corresponding to the variables (xy)
and (yi)) are directly obtained by differentiating the explicit formulae given above. On the other
hand, the gradients of the eigenvalue and diameter are computed (as in the last section) by using
shape derivative formulae (see |[106, Section2.5] for A\; and Theorem [19] for the diameter), where, we
use the perturbation vector fields (V;,) and (V,, ) corresponding to the variables (x}) and (yx), see

Figure 5.3

y Ak+1

Figure 5.3: Perturbation field V,, associated to the parameter xj.
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5.1.5 Computations of the functionals and numerical optimization

Let us give few words on the numerical computation of the functionals. In all the parametrizations
above we dispose of analytical formulae that provide good approximations of the area and the perimeter.
Let us give some elements on the computations of the remaining functionals involved in the present
thesis:

e the first Dirichlet eigenvalue is computed by the "Partial Differential Equation Toolbox” of Matlab
that is based on finite elements methods.

e As explained in the sections above, the computation of the diameter depends on the choice of
the parametrization: indeed, when parametrizing a convex €2 via its support function hgq, it is
given by d(Q) = Gn[wx | (ha(0) + ho(m +0)), meanwhile, when using a polygonal approximation,

€|0,2m

we compute the diameter of the convex hull via a fast method of computation (with complexity
O(M), where M is the number of vertices), which consists of finding all antipodal pairs of points
and looking for the diametrical between them. This is classically known as Shamos algorithm
[157].

e The Cheeger constant is computed by using a Beniamin Bogosel’s code [30] based on the char-
acterization of the Cheeger sets of planar convex sets given in |122] and the toolbox Clipper, a
very good implementation of polygon offset computation by Agnus Johnson.

e The inradius is also computed by using the tootbox Clipper and the fact that r(2) is the solution
of the equation |Q_;| = 0.

As for the optimization, we used Matlab’s fmincon function with the interior-point and/or sqp
algorithms.

5.2 Application to Blaschke-Santalé diagrams

In chapters [2] and [3] we gave theoretical results on Blaschke-Santalé diagrams that we combine with
the latter optimization methods in order to obtain a quite advanced numerical description of diagrams
involving the diameter, area, perimeter and Dirichlet eigenvalue.

If we want to have an idea of the shape of a Blaschke-Santal6 diagram, we generate in a first time
a large number of convex sets (polygons) for which we compute the values of the involved functionals.
This allows to approximate the diagram via a cloud of dots, this was done before in [11] for the case
of the triplet (P, A, |-|) and [13] for the case of (A1, A2, |-|) and in Chapters[2|for the triplet (P, &, |- |)
and (3| for the triplet (P, A1, ] -]).

In order to improve the results obtained with this random generation, we propose to use shape
optimization methods based on the parametrizations described in Section to describe the upper
and lower boundaries of the diagrams and use theoretical vertical convexity results on the diagrams
to conclude that the sets of points between the latter boundaries is included in the diagrams and thus
give a quite advanced description.

5.2.1 Some theoretical results on the diagrams

We recall the following setting: if Ji, Jo and Js are three shape functionals defined on a class F of
subsets of R™, we call a Blaschke-Santald diagram of the triplet (J1, Ja, J3) on the class F, the following
set of points:

Dr = {(Jl(Q),JQ(Q)) | JS(Q) =1land Q€ ]:} .

In this section we are interested in the numerical study of some Blaschke-Santal6 diagrams involving
the first Dirichlet eigenvalue A;, the diameter d, the perimeter P and the area |- |. Let us state the
following theoretical result that will appear in [89):
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Theorem 18. (to appear in [89])

The diagrams associated to the triplets (P,|-|,d), (d, A\1,]|-|) and (P, A1,|-]) are closed, simply connected
and vertically convex; indeed they are given by sets of points contained between the curves of two
continuous functions defined on some corresponding intervals.

This result, combined with the optimization methods described above allow to give quite accurate
descriptions of the diagrams which are given by sets of points located between the numerically obtained
lower and upper boundaries.

Let us give some hints on the proof of this result:

e As explained in the introduction (Section when the diagram involves two functionals that
are linear for Minkowski sums and dilatations (which is the case for the triplet (P, |- |,d)), it is
quite easy to prove the vertical (or horizontal) convexity of the diagram, indeed, in this case the
paths constructed by Minkowski sums are given by segments (see the example of the diagram of
(r, P,| - |) developed in the introduction).

e The result on the diagram of the triplet (P, A1, |-|) is proved in Chapter |3|and the same method
applies for (d, A1,]| - |), the only difference is that we had to prove a perturbation lemma in the
spirit of Lemma [7}

5.2.2 The purely geometric diagram (P, |- |, d)
Naive approach and classical results

We recall that the diagram of the triplet (P, |- |,d) is given by the set of points:
Dy = {(P(Q),]Q) | 2 € K* and d(Q) =1} .

This diagram is (as far as we know) one of the unsolved diagrams introduced by Santalé in [163]:
but one has to note that there are quite advanced results on the characterization of its boundary:

e in [148], the authors solve the problem corresponding to the upper boundary, namely they prove
that the problem
sup{[Q] | © € K2, P(Q) = py and d(Q) = 1},

where pg € (2, 7], is solved by symmetric lenses (that are given by the intersection of two balls
with the same radius) of diameter 1 and perimeter py.

e In [127], the author manages to describe the lower boundary of the diagram that corresponds to
perimeters po € (2, 3], he shows that the optimal domains are given by subequilateral triangles
s

(ie. isosceles triangles whose smaller inner angle is less than %).

e At last, there is the famous Blaschke-Lebesgue’s Theorem, named after W. Blaschke and H.
Lebesgue, which states that the Reuleaux triangle (see Figure has the least area of all
domains of given constant width. It is classical that sets of constant width have the same
perimeter, thus in the diagram, those sets fill the vertical line {r} x [1(7 — V/3), Z], see Figure
b4l

In the following figure, we plot the curves corresponding to the extremal sets described above and

a cloud of dots obtained by randomly generating 10° polygons whose numbers of sides are in [3, 30].
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» Random convex polygons
- = Regular polygons

— Symmetrical lens
—Subequilateral triangles

—Sets of constant width

o The disk

g, - o The square

4
v The equilateral triangle

i Reuleaux triangle
0 | | | 1 | |
» . Periﬁletre »
Figure 5.4: Approximation of (P, |- |, d)-diagram via random convex sets and some relevant shapes.

Study of the extremal shapes

We use methods of Section [5.1] in order to obtain a numerical approximation of the missing boundary
(which should be connecting the equilateral and Reuleaux triangles in Figure [5.4)).
We numerically solve the following shape optimization problems:

min \ max{|Q| | Q € K%, P(Q) = py and d(Q) = 1},

where pg € (3,7/4).

The parametrization via the Fourier coefficients of the support function (Section allows to
obtain quite satisfying results as we obtain symmetrical lenses (see Figure as optimal shapes (which
is in concordance with the result proved in [148]).

Figure 5.5: Symmetrical lens obtained as a solution of the problem max{|Q| | Q € K2, P(Q) =
2.4 and d(Q) = 1}.
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As for the lower boundary,to obtain good approximations, we combine the two methods of sections
and We first use the parametrization via Fourier coefficients of the support function
truncated at a certain order N to find first approximations of the extremal sets that will be used as
initial shapes for the parametrization using radial function. We note that by this process we are able
to obtain quite accurate description of the lower boundary, see Figure [5.10}

In a first time, as explained in section[5.1.1] problem [5.2.2]is reduced to the following finite dimen-
sional minimization problem

N
i 2 T 2\( 2 2
min Tan + — 1—k a® + b ’
(a0,....b ) ER2N+1 < L) ;( )(ai k))

with linear constraints on the Fourier coefficients:
e perimeter constraint: 2mwag = po,

e and convexity constraint:

ao
ai
1 agp - Ny - B1a - Bin 0
: : : any | 2 |:
1 an1 -+ ann - BNi - BNN by 0
by

where o, = (1 — k?) cos kb, and B, = (1 — k?) sin k6., for (m, k) € [1, M] x [1, N], with M
taken to be equal to 1000.

Before showing the obtained results, let us first analyse the accuracy of the present method (based
the support function): we solve the latter optimization problem for different values of the parameter
N in the case py = 3 for which we know that the optimal shape is given by the equilateral triangle.

Here are the optimal shapes obtained for the choices of N € {20, 40,100, 140}:

ANWANWARVA

Figure 5.6: Obtained solutions for pp = 3 and N € {20, 40,100,140} (approximation of an equilateral
triangle).

In the Figure we plot the relative errors in function of the order of truncation N. It shows that
the method based on the support function is not very relevant when the optimal shape is polygonal
(which is frequent when imposing convexity constraint).
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03

0.25

02—

Relative error

0.05
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Fourier trucature order N

300 350

Figure 5.7: Relative errors in function of the truncation order N in the case py = 3.

We then obtain (see Figure an approximation of the missing lower
domains obtained by considering 401 Fourier coefficients (N = 200).

boundary corresponding to

» Random convex polygons
« Regular polygons
— Symmetrical lens
—Subequilateral triangles
—Sets of constant width

o The disk

o The square

v The equilateral triangle

Reuleaux triangle

- - Optimal shapes via support function

29 295 3 3.05 3.1 3.15
Perimetre

Figure 5.8: Approximation of the missing part of the lower boundary by optimizing the Fourier coef-

ficients of the support function.
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Finally, Figures and show how using the shapes obtained by the method of support function
as initial points for the method via the radial function (section |5.1.3]) allows to improve the description
of the missing lower boundary

Method

Support function

Radial function

Obtained shape for pg = 3.07

Corresponding area

0.5881

0.5687

Figure 5.9: The radial function parametrization allows to improve the result of the support function

method.

—Lower boundary obtained by support function

« Lower domains obtained by radial function

Area

055 -

3.02

3.04

3.06 3.08
Perimeter

312

3.14

Figure 5.10: Improved description of the lower boundary by combining the two methods.
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Extremal shapes and improved description of the diagram

At last, we provide some extremal shapes obtained for relevant values of pg in Figure[5.11]and improved

description of the diagram D; in Figure

Problem po=T po = 3.07 po=3

Po = 2.4

Upper boundary

Lower boundary

[~

Figure 5.11: Extremal shapes corresponding to different values of pq.

07 .Improved description of the diagram

o Random polygons

0.6 —

0.4 —

Area

0.2

1
2 22 24 26 28 3

Perimeter

Figure 5.12: Improved description of the diagram of the triplet (P,] - |,d).
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5.2.3 Diagram (P, \(, |- |)

The diagram (P, Ay, |- |) is theoretically studied in Chapter [3} We recall that the diagram is given by
the set of points:
Dy = {(P(Q),A1 () | Q € £* and |Q| = 1}.

In a first time, we give an approximation of the diagram by generating 10° random convex polygons
(as it was done before in [11]). We obtain the following Figure

100

80 - o . 4
70 - C Co ) -
60 - R SRR

50 -

Eigenvalue

40 -

30 -

Il
3.5 4 45 5 55 6 6.5 7 75 8

Perimeter
Figure 5.13: Approximation of the diagram via random convex polygons.

In order to give a more satisfying approximation of the diagram, we want to find the upper and
lower domains and thus have a more accurate description of the boundary of the diagram. We are
then led to (numerically) solve the following shape optimization problems:

max \ min{\;(Q) | Q € K%, P(Q) =po and |Q| = 1},

It is shown in Theorem [T1] of Chapter [3| that apart from the ball the domains that lay on the lower
boundary are polygonal meanwhile the ones that lay on the upper boundary are smooth (C1!), we
then apply Method 4 (the one based on the coordinates of the vertices) for the lower boundary and
the other methods for the upper one and obtain quite satisfying results. In Figure we provide
the obtained optimal shapes corresponding to some relevant values of pg.
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Problem po = P(B) =27 po = 3.8 po =4 po = 4.2

Upper boundary

Lower boundary

Figure 5.14: Numerically obtained optimal shapes corresponding to different values of pqg.

Finally, once the boundary is known, we use the vertical convexity of the diagram of Theorem
to provide an improved and quite optimal numerical description of the diagram, see Figure [5.15

® Random polygons
28

-------- Obtained upper boundary

26

—— Obtained lower boundary

N
I

e Improved description of the diagram

Eigenvalue

20

L L L L
36 37 3.8 3.9 4 41 4.2
Perimeter

Figure 5.15: Optimal description of the diagram (P, A1, |- |).
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5.2.4 Diagram (d, \(,]|-|)

Let us now consider the diagram relating the diameter, the first Dirichlet eigenvalue and the area. We
are interested in the following set of points:

D5 := {(d(Q),\(Q)) | @ € £? and || = 1}.

In a first time, let us give an approximation of the diagram by generating 10° random convex
polygons. We obtain the following Figure [5.16

90 - ’ 5
80 - S i
70 - . . - . i

60 - Co

Eigenvalue

40 -

30 -

20 -

1.5 2 25 3 3.5
Diameter

Figure 5.16: Approximation of the (d, A1, | - |)-diagram via 10° random convex polygons.

Here also, by the vertical convexity of the diagram given in Theorem to obtain an improved
description of the diagram we numerically describe the upper and lower boundaries of the diagram Ds,
which means that we solve the following shape optimization problems:

max \ min{\; () | Q € K, d(Q) = dp and |Q| = 1},

where dy € [2/y/T, +00).

For the lower boundary, both the methods of parametrization via the Fourier coefficients of the
support function (see Section and via the discretized radial function (see Section provide
satisfying results and suggest that the optimal sets are symmetrical 2-cap bodies, that are given by
the the convex hulls of a ball and two points symmetric with respect its center (see Figure .
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Figure 5.17: Obtained symmetrical 2-cap body.

On the other hand, the upper domains are quite surprising, since we (numerically) observe the
existence of a threshold d*, such that the solutions for d > d* seem to be given by symmetric spherical
slices, that are domains defined as the intersection of a disk with a strip of width smaller that the
disk’s radius and centered at its center, see Figure meanwhile, when d < d*, the optimal domains
seem to be given by some kind of smoothed regular nonagons, see Figure [5.18]

Figure 5.18: Obtained upper shapes corresponding to dy = 1.18 for the smoothed nonagon and to
dy = 1.33 for the symmetric slice, we used the parametrization via the Fourier coefficients of the
support function with 161 coefficient (N = 80).

At a first sight, it may be surprising that the optimal shapes do not ”continuously” vary in terms of
the involved parameters, but, we should note that this phenomena has recently been observed in [71],
where the authors provide the complete description of the (d,r,| - |)-diagram involving the diameter,
the inradius and the area; they prove that the one of the boundaries is given by smoothed nonagos
and symmetrical slices meanwhile the other one is given by symmetrical 2-cap bodies. This leads us
to investigate these families of shapes that also seem to be extremal shapes for our (d, A1, |-|)-diagram
(see Figure[5.19) and also for the (d, h, |- |)-diagram discussed in Section[L.5.1]of the introduction. This
similarities may be explained by the fact that 1/r corresponds to the first eigenvalue of the infinity-
Laplacian operator A,, which may be defined as the limit when p — 400 of the pLaplacian operator
(see |21] and references therein), meanwhile, A; and h respectively correspond to the first eigenvalues
of the 2 and 1 Laplace operators, see [121] for more details.

At last, by the vertical convexity of the diagram stated in Theorem we are able to provide an
improved description of the (d, A1, | - |)-diagram.
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e Random polygons

3t

——Smoothed nonagons

30 -

—— Symmetric 2-cap bodies

26 -

Eigenvalue

2y —— Symmetric slices

22 -

20 | v Equilateral triangle

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2 21
Diameter

Figure 5.19: The diagram (d, A1, | - |) with expected extremal sets.

¢ Random polygons
32

.Improved description of the diagram

30 -

26 -

Eigenvalue

1.2 1.3 1.4 15 1.6 1.7 1.8
Diameter

Figure 5.20: An improved description of the diagram (d, A1, |- |).

5.2.5 Conclusion and comments

In the present chapter, we presented 4 different parametrizations that allow to solve shape optimization
problems under convexity constraint. We presented the best shapes we managed to obtain, but it would
be very interesting to perform a more deep and quantitative comparison between the methods: this
will be the main purpose of the work in progress [89]. At this point, let us summarize the qualitative
observations made when testing each method on the several problems presented above.
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Situation

Fourier coefficients
of the support func-
tion

Fourier coefficients
of the gauge func-
tion

Discretized radial

function

Coordinates of the
vertices

The optimal shape
is a polygon.

We obtain approx-
imations that are
not very accurate.

We obtain approx-
imations that are
not very accurate.

Provide good ap-

proximations in
some cases if the
initial ~ point is

judiciously chosen

Provide very good
results when the
number of vertices
is not very large.

The optimal shape
has flat parts but is
smooth

Provide acceptable
results when the
number of Fourier

Provide very good
results even when
the number of

May provide good
results, but some-
times the convexity

We did not suc-
ceed to obtain re-
sults as the sides al-

coefficients is large | Fourier coefficients | is  lost  during | ways overlap after
enough. is small. the  optimization | few iterations.
process.
The optimal shape | We obtain very | We obtain good | We obtain good | We did not suc-
is strictly convex. good results. results  especially | results when the | ceed to obtain re-
when the shape do | convexity is pre- | sults as the sides al-
not have corners. served during | ways overlap after
the  optimization | few iterations.
process (but less

accurate than the
first method).

Handling the diam-
eter constraint

This method is very
adapted as this con-
straint corresponds
to linear inequali-
ties on the Fourier
coeflicients.

This method is not
very adapted, be-
cause in contrast to
the support func-
tion, there is no im-
mediate formula re-
lating the Fourier
coefficients of the
gauge function to
the diameter.

We obtain good
results when con-
vexity is not lost
during the opti-
mization  process
and when  the
initial ~ shape is
judiciously chosen.

We obtain good
results when the
number of vertices
is not very large.
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5.3 Appendix 1: Some useful shape derivatives

We consider a smooth vector field V € C'(R",R™). We compute the first order directional shape
derivative of the diameter in Section and the Cheeger constant in Section [5.3.2] (we provide a
slight improved version of [153] Theorem 1.1]).

5.3.1 First order shape derivative of the diameter

In this section, we compute the shape derivative of the diameter functional, which we recall to be

defined as follows:
d:QCR"—d(Q)= sup |z—yl,
(z,y)€N?

where () is a compact subset of R™.

Theorem 19. The diameter functional d admits a directional shape derivative in the direction V', we
have:
d(Q2) — d(Q
Yo, yo) € 02, d(Q,V) = lim 26 =)

t—0+ t

= sup{< |i : z|,V(x) - V(y)> ‘ x,y € Q, such that |z —y| = d(Q)}

(= V) = Vi) )

where Q := (I +tV)(Q), where I : x € R" — x € R is the identity map.

Proof. We want to prove the existence and compute the limit 111(1)1+ M.
t—

For every t > 0 €, is compact: indeed, it is the image of the compact 2 by the continuous map
I +tV). Thus since d : (z,y) € R" x R" — |z — y| is continuous, it is bounded from above and
there exists (zt,y:) € Q such that d() = [(I +tV)(z:) — (I +tV)(y:)|. In what follows, we denote

(@,9) == (w0, 0)-
We use (¢,y:) (resp. (z,y)) as test points to majorate (resp. minorate) d(;) — d(Q):
(T +tV)(z) = (T +tV)()| = |z —y[ < d(Q) —d(Q) < (I + V) () = (T +EV)(ye)| — 2 — 4]
Let us begin by the lower estimate. We have:
d(2) = d(€) = [(I +tV)(x) = (I +tV)(y)| = |z — |
=lz+tV(z) -y —tV(y)| -z —y|
=@y +t(V@) - V)| -la -y

=0+ (V@ -vw)[ ey
=Vlz—yP+2t(x —y,V(z) = V(y)) +o(t) — |z —y|

i V@ VN,
— o y\/1+2t ot TR o) - oy

-yl <1+t<|x_y7v(z)v(y)>+0(t)>_|x_y|

yl” |z =yl

:t< TV V() —V(y)> +o(t).

|z -y
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Thus:

lim infM > sup M,V(x) —V(y)) | x,y € Q such that |x —y| =d(Q) ;.
t—0+ t |z — y|

Let us now consider the upper estimate. Let ((xtn, ytn)) a subsequence of ((xt, yt)> such that
n t

tn — 0 and lim M — hmsupw
n— oo n s 0t

. By Bolzano-Weirstrass Theorem, we assume with-

out loss of generality that there exists (70, %s0) € 2 such that the sequence ((xtn, ytn)> converges
n

to (xoov yoo)
We have |Zoo — Yoo| = d(2). Indeed:

V(v,w) € Q% (I +taV)(@e,) = (I + V) ()| 2 (L + taV)(v) = (I + V) (w)],
which is equivalent to
Y(v,w) € D%, xy, —yr, + .V (ze,) —tn.V(ye,)| > v —w+t,.V(v) — t,,.V (w)].
Finally:

d(S,) —d() < |(I +tV)(24,,) — (L +V)(ye, )| — |22, — Y2, ]
= |1, + V(@) = Yt — taV (ye,)| = |zt — 1,

= |@e, = ye.) + b (Vo) = Vi) | = loe, = e,

- \/ |0, = ) + tn.(vmn) V)|l
/] - (1 = Vi) = Vi) + olt) — a1, — |

:c/ — Ve, )=V
_ "Itn ytn| \/1 + 2t tn Yt,, ( tn) (ytn)> + O(tn) _ |xtn _ ytn‘

Tt,,

— Yt |’ |4, — Yt.,
Too — Yoo VI(Zoo)— V(Yoo
xtnytn|.\/1+2tn o _j V) o)) 4 oft) = e, e
[e'e] Lo _V o
= |24, = Yp, |4/ 1 + 2t Yoo ViEoo) w )>+0(tn)—|$tn—ytn|
|x<><> y<><>| |Zoo = Yool
oo — Yoo ono _V [e%}
= |24, 7L-(1+tn< Y ) (72c) it )>+0(tn))_|$tn_ytn
[Zoo — Yool |Zoo = Yool

—t, <”C°°‘y°° V(zoo) — V(yoo)> + o(tn)

|Zoo = Yool

Thus:

lim sup d($t) - d(©) < < oo = Yoo V(o) — V(yoo)>

t—0+ t
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By combining the liminf and lim sup inequalities, we obtain:

nmmfw > sup{< 7Y Vi) —V(y)> |2,y €Q, tels que |z — y| —d(Q)}

t—0+ |z — y|

Too — Yoo
> (Lo T Y0 yia )~ Viye
> (T Vi) - V)
> lim sup W) — 4

t—0t t
Zliminfw

t—0+ t

Finally, we deduce that the diameter admits a directional shape derivative in the direction V and:

Q) —d(Q —
I Toor Yoo) € 2, lim () — d(@) = sup " Vi) —V(y) ‘ x,y € Q, tel que |z —y| =d(Q)
t—0+ t |z — vy

5.3.2 First order shape derivative of the Cheeger constant

In this section, 2 is a bounded open un ouvert subset of R™ with Lipschitz boundary. for every ¢ > 0,
we denote Q; = (I +tV)(Q) and hy := h(Qy) and g : ¢ — hy.

We recall that the Cheeger constant of a Lipschitz set Q2 can be defined by:
| Du|(R™)

h(2) := m
weBVQ\{0}  [Jully

where BV () is the space of functions of bounded variations on €2 and

|Du|(R) := sup {/ udivcp‘g@ € CHLRM), [[¢]|oo < 1}
Q

is the total variation in © of the function u € L().

In order to prove the differentiability of g in 0, the authors of |[153] assume the uniqueness of the
Cheeger set of 2, they give a counterexample where differentiability fails when the Cheeger set is
non-unique (in which case one has g’(0") # ¢’(07)). Nevertheless, they do not study the "directional”
differentiability of the function g in 07 (or 07). In the following Theorem we provide a slightly
improved version of [153, Theorem 1.1] where we prove the directional differentiability of g (in 0T)
without assuming the uniqueness of the Cheeger set of 2.

Theorem 20. ({153, Theorem 1] revisited)
The shape derivative

exists and there exists ug € X(0) := {u € BV(Q) | |lulls =1 h(Q) = |Du|(R™)}, such that:

B (9, V):/ (dz‘vV—(a,DVU))d|Du0|—h/Quo.divV

= inf (/ (divV— (o, DVU>>d|Du| - h/ u.divV)
uw€X (0) Rn Q
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Proof. We recall that any measure p can be decomposed as u = o|u|, where o is a measurable function
such as |o(z)| = 1 almost everywhere, this is known as the polar decomposition of the measure .
Continuity of g in 0:

Let u € BV () a positive eigenfunction (for the 1-Laplace operator (see [121]) associated to the
Cheeger constant h(€2) such that [ul, := [, |u|dz = 1. We use the function w; = v o Gy € BV () as
a test function in the variational definition of h(€2;) and use a change of variable formula for functions
of bounded variations (see [98, Lemma 10.1]):

[Dwi|(R") _ Jan |DGtT((I+tV)( ))ol.|detD(I + tV)(y)|d| Du]
fo wy Jo u(y)|detD(I +tV)(y)|dy

[Du|(R™)

hy < =(1+o(1)—— T

thus:
limsup h; < h.
t—0
Now, let u; € BV(Q) a positive function such that ||us]|; = 1 and |Du¢|(R*) = hy. We take
vy =ugo (I +tV) € BV(Q), we have:

|th|(R”):/n DI +tV)T (Gt ) ’|detDGt( )|d| Doy

= ht + 0(1)
< h+o(1),

thus:

limsuph; < h
t—0

and
/ ve(x)de = / ug|detD(I +tV) " |dz = 1+ o(1)
Q Qq
Le sequence (v¢)¢>o is bounded in BV (R™) and every wv; is vanishing outside 2, thus, one can

extract a subsequence (vy, ) such that there exists a function v € BV (R"™) satisfying v, A in
n—-—+0o0

(R™). Up to an extraction, we can assume that v;, — v almost everywhere on R™.

loc n—-+o0o

We have v = 0 in R™\Q), moreover:

/ v(y)dy = lim v, (y)dy =1,
Q

n—-+oo Q
thus by semicontinuity:

h < |Dv|(R™) < liminf |Dv, |(R™) < limsup |Dv|(R™) < h
n—0oo t—0
On the other hand, we have:

lim inf | Dvy|(R™) = lim inf w/ vy = lim inf w
t—0 t—0 o

(1 1)) >h
Ut t—0 Q Ut ( +O( )) -

thus:
lim |Dv|(R™) = h.
t—0

(Because: |Duv|(R™) = hy +.,0 (1))

We finally conclude that g t — hy is continuous in 0 and v € BV(Q) is an eigenfunction
corresponding to the eigenvalue h(£2).
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Differentiability of g in 07:

Upper estimate:
By taking w; = u o Gy as a test function in the variational characterization of h(Q;), we have:

[Dwe|(R") _ Jpn |DGT((I+'5V)( DI|detD(I +tV)(y)|d| Dul
th wy Jou(y)|detD(I 4 tV)(y)|dy

he —h < —h (5.2)

We have:
|detD(I +tV)(y)| = 1+ t.divV(y) + o(t)  (uniformly in y), (5.3)

and:

06 (4 00)] ot = | [p6 (s + 1v00)] o)
HI —tDV(y+tV( ))T—i-o(t).ln].o(y)‘

— |o(y) = DV (W) o(y) + olt)|

—/Joto) =DV otw) + of0)
= Jlo w2~ 21(ot0). DV () + o)

=1- t<a(y), DV(y)cr(y)> +o(t) (uniformly in y).

We then deduce that inequality (5.2)) becomes:
h+ [gn(divV — (o, DV))d|Dul + o(t)
1+t [, u.divV + o(t)
t( Jen (@AivV = (0, DV&))d|Du| — h [, u.divV + 0(1))
1+t [, u.divV + ot)

he —h < —h

Since this estimate holds for any v € X (0), we write:

hi —h - Jgn (divV — (o, DVo))d|Du| — h [, u.divV + o(1)

4 X
ueX(0), ——= 1+t J,u.divV + oft)
Thus: b h
Vu € X(0), limsup —— < / [divV — (o, DVo)]d|Du| — h | u.divV
t—0+ Q
Finally:
—h
lim sup < inf (/ [divV — (o, DVo)]d|Du| — h/ u.divV> (5.4)
t—0+ t u€X(0) n Q

We consider a subsequence (t,) of elements of RT which decreases to 0, such as:

—h € RU{—o0}.

. hy, — .
lim n = lim inf
n——+oo tn n——+oo

Le computations performed above for the continuity show that up to extracting a subsequence, we
can assume that (v, ) converges to u € BV (2) N X (0):

lim [Dv,,|(R") = | Dul(R")
n— oo
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Thus by [7, Proposition 3.13]:

Vo € Cu(R™), / 6.d|Duvy| = / 6.d|Dul (5.5)
Lower estimate:
Now, we use v, as a test function for h(£2):
T . d|D
hi, —h= [ dDuy,|—h> / ((DG) o (1+ 1)) o, | |det DL + V) |d| Do, | - fRf“’t'
R n (9] Utn
where oy, is taken such that: Du;, = oy, |Dus,|.
Similarly to the case above, we have:
. d|D
hi, —h> | d|Dv, |+t / vV — (o, DVo)d| Dy, | - S22 APVl o
Rn n fQ Utn
We observe that:
/ v, =1— / ug, . divV +o(t,) =1 — tn/ u.divV + o(t),
Q n n
thus, by using the fact that |Dvy, |(R™) = h + o(1), we obtain:
. d|D
Jor diDvL, | _ / d|Du,, | + tn(/ d|Du,|) (/ udivV) + oft,)
Jo vt R™ R" Q
= d|Duvy, | + tnh/ w.divV + o(ty,).
R" Q
Thus:
ha, = b=t / (divV — (01, DV, ))d| Duy, | — h / wdivV).
n Q
By (5.5) (we took ¢ = divV € C.(R™)), we have:
/ divV d|Duy, | :/ divV d|Du| + o(1).
n Rn
By Reshetnyak’s Theorem (cf.|7, Théoréme 2.39]), we have:
/ <O'tn,DVO'tn>)d|D'Utn| j) / <O', DVO'))CZ|DU|
n n—oo Jrn
Finally:
Jug € X(0), liminf b= by P =P
t—0+ 4 n—oo  tp
> / (divv o, DVJ))d|Du| “h [ wdivV.
n Q
Thus:
.. che—h . . .
Jup € X(0), liminf > inf (de — (o, DVU>)d\Du| —h | udivV (5.6)
t—0T t weX(0) \ JRn Q
At last, by (5.4) and (5.6) we deduce that g : t — h; is differentiable in 07 and:
Jup € X(0), W (0F) = / (divV — (o, DVU>>d|Du0| —h / U divV
n Q
— inf ( / (divV o, DVJ))d|Du| —h / u.divv> ,
u€X(0) \Jgrn Q
which ends the proof.
O
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5.4 Appendix 2: Validation of Parini’s conjecture [152]

To validate Parini’s conjecture that states that the square minimizes the functional J5 : Q — %,

we randomly generated 10° convex polygons (whose numbers of sides are randomly chosen between
3 and 30) and computed their Cheeger constants (by using the code found in ) and their first
Dirichlet eigenvalues (by Matlab’s PDEtool). We did not succeed to find a shape that is better than
the square. This can be observed in a Blaschke-Santal6 diagram: let us consider the one involving the
Cheeger constant, the first Dirichlet eigenvalue and the area:

D= {(h(Q),\(Q) | 2 € K> and |2 = 1)}
The conjecture Jo(2) > J5((0,1)?) is then equivalent to the inclusion:
D {(x,y) |y > h((0,1)?) x 2},

which is observed in Figure

34t e Random convex polygons

32

—— The conjecture J5(€2) > J5((0,1)?)

30 -

28
O The square

26 -

Eigenvalue

24

22 -

20 -

36 3.8 4 4.2 4.4 4.6 4.8
Cheeger constant

Figure 5.21: Validation of Parini’s conjecture.
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Part 11

Optimal placement of an obstacle
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Chapter 6

Where to place a spherical obstacle so
as to maximize the first Steklov
eigenvalue ?

This chapter is a reprint of the submitted paper Where to place a spherical obstacle so as to
maximize the first Steklov eigenvalue ? [91).

Abstract

We prove that among all doubly connected domains of R™ of the form B; \Fg, where By and By are
open balls of fixed radii such that By C By, the first non-trivial Steklov eigenvalue achieves its maximal
value uniquely when the balls are concentric. Furthermore, we show that the ideas of our proof also
apply to a mixed boundary conditions eigenvalue problem found in literature.

6.1 Introduction

6.1.1 Optimization of the Steklov eigenvalue

Let 2 C R”, be a bounded, open set with Lipschitz boundary. In this paper we consider the following
Steklov eigenvalue problem for the Laplace operator:

{ Au=0 inQ,

ou

Gn =ou on 0, (6.1)

where Ou/0n is the outer normal derivative of u on 9Q. It is well-know that the Steklov spectrum is
discrete as long as the trace operator H'(Q) — L?(99) is compact, which is the case when the domain
has Lipschitz boundary; in other words, in our framework the values of ¢ for which the problem
admits non-trivial solutions form an increasing sequence of eigenvalues 0 = 0¢(2) < 01(2) < 02(Q) <
-+ /400, known as the Steklov spectrum of Q.

We are interested in the first non-trivial Steklov eigenvalue, which can be given by a Rayleigh
quotient:

\V4 2d,.
o (0) = int { JoI VU
Joq uido

where the infimum is attained for the corresponding eigenfunctions.

‘ u € H*(Q)\{0} such that / udo = O} ,
o0
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Among classical questions in spectral geometry, there are the problems of minimizing (or maximiz-
ing) the Laplace eigenvalues with various boundary conditions and different geometrical and topological
constraints. The constraint of volume has been extensively studied in the last years. For example there
is the celebrated Faber-Krahn inequality [78 [126], which states that the ball minimizes the first eigen-
value of the Laplacian with Dirichlet boundary condition among domains of fixed volume. There is a
similar result for the maximization of the first non-trivial eigenvalue of the Laplacian with Neumann
boundary known as the Szego-Weinberger inequality |169} [174]. For the Steklov problem, Brock proved
in [46] that the first non-trivial eigenvalue of a lipschitz domain is less than the eigenvalue of the ball
with the same volume.

The perimeter constraint is very interesting to study, especially in the case of Steklov eigenvalues.
One early result is due to Weinstock [175], who used conformal mapping techniques to prove the
following inequality for simply connected planar sets:

P(@)o1(Q) < P(B)or(B),

where P () stands for the perimeter of Q and B a unit ball.

Recently, A. Fraser and R. Schoen proved in [83] that the ball does not maximize the first nonzero
Steklov eigenvalue among all contractible domains of fixed boundary measure in R™ for n > 3. The
proof was inspired from the following formula for the annulus:

P(B\eB)"10,(B\eB) = P(B)"10,(B) + e 4 o(c" 1) > P(B)"T0y(B),

n—1
where eB = {ex | x € B}.

Note that by studying the variations of the function € € [0,1] — P(B\eB)ﬁol(B\eB) one can
prove that there exists a unique ¢, € (0,1) such that:

Vee[0,1), P(B\eB)"101(B\eB) < P(B\enB)"101(B\e,nB)

This motivates to look at the problem of maximizing o¢; among domains with holes and wondering
if the spherical shell B\e,, B maximizes o1 under perimeter constraint among some class of perforated
domains, for example the doubly connected ones. Not long ago, L. R. Quinones used shape derivatives
to prove that the annulus B\esB is a critical shape of the first non-trivial Steklov eigenvalue among
planar doubly connected domains with fixed perimeter (see |159]).

At last, we mention that in contrast with the result in [83], it was recently proven in [51] that the
Weinstock inequality is true in higher dimensions in the case of convex sets. Namely, the authors show
that for every bounded convex set {2 C R™ one has:

P()7701(Q) < P(B)7T01(B).

A natural question arises: can we remove the topological constraints (convexity or simple connect-
edness in the plane) as for the Laplacian eigenvalues with other boundary conditions ? Does there exist
a domain which maximizes o; under perimeter constraint ? If not can we determine the supremum of
o1 on Lipschitz open sets 7 In fact, all these questions are still open and the techniques used to deal
with other eigenvalues problems don’t apply for Steklov framework, this pushes to seek new methods
and makes the problem very challenging.

6.1.2 Perforated domains: state of the art

The optimization of the placement of obstacles has interested many authors in the last decades. We
briefly point out some classical and recent works in the topic.

Some early results, due to Payne and Weinberger [154] on the one hand and Hersch [114] on the
other, are that for some extremum eigenvalue problems with mixed boundary conditions a certain
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annulus is the optimal set among multi-connected planar domains, i.e. whose boundary admits more
than one component (see also [18]). The main ideas consist in constructing judicious test functions by
using the notion of web-functions (see [60] for more details on web functions). These ideas were very
recently used and adapted for other similar problems (see [10, [150]). A classical family of obstacle
problems that attracted a lot of attention was to find the best emplacement of a spherical hole inside a
ball that optimizes the value of a given spectral functional (see [16], section (9)). An early result in this
direction is that the first Dirichlet eigenvalue is maximal when the spherical obstacle is in the center of
the larger ball. The proof is based on shape derivatives (see |106, Theorem 2.5.1]) and on a reflection
and domain monotonicity arguments, followed by the use of the boundary maximum principle. These
arguments have been applied in greater generality by many authors: in [160] Ramm and Shivakumar
proved this result in dimension 2, in [123] Kesavan gave a generalization to higher dimensions and
showed a similar result for the Dirichlet energy, then Harrell, Kroger, and Kurata managed in [105] to
replace the exterior ball by a convex set which is symetric with respect to a given hyperplane. In the
same spirit, El Soufi and Kiwan proved in [75] that the second Dirichlet eigenvalue is also maximal when
the balls are concentric. Furthermore, many authors considered mixed boundary conditions problems,
for instance in [2], while studying the internal stabilizability for a reaction—diffusion problem modeling
a predator—prey system, the authors are led to consider an obstacle shape optimization problem for
the first laplacian eigenvalue with mixed Dirichlet-Neumann boundary conditions. Another interesting
work in the same direction is due to Bonder, Groisman and Rossi, who studied the so called Sobolev
trace inequality (see [27} [76]), thus they were interested in the optimization of the first nontrivial
eigenvalue of an elliptic operator with mixed Steklov-Dirichlet boundary conditions among perforated
domains: the existence and regularity of an optimal hole are proved in [80, 81], and by using shape
derivatives it is shown that annulus is a critical but not an optimum shape (see [80]). At last, we point
out the recent paper [172], where the author considers the first eigenvalue of the Laplace operator with
mixed Steklov-Dirichlet boundary conditions.

Many examples stated in the last paragraph deal with linear operators eigenvalues in the special case
of doubly connected domains with spherical outer and inner boundaries. The question we are treating
in this paper belongs to this family of problems. Yet, it is also natural to seek for generalizations and
the literature is quite rich of works treating more general cases: for results on linear operators with
more general shapes of the domain and the obstacle in the euclidean case we refer to [73} 74} 96, 109,
125], on the other hand, many results for manifolds were obtained by Anisa and Aithal (8] in the setting
of space-forms (complete simply connected Riemannian manifolds of constant sectional curvature), by
Anisa and Vemuri [57] in the setting of rank 1 symmetric spaces of non-compact type and by Aithal
and Raut (3] in the case of punctured regular polygons in two dimensional space forms. As for the
case of non-linear operators we refer to the interesting progress made for the p-Laplace operator (see
19, 56]).

6.1.3 Results of the paper

In this paper, we are interested in finding the optimal placement of a spherical obstacle in a given ball
so that the first non-trivial Steklov eigenvalue is maximal.

Our main result is stated as follows:

Theorem 21. Among all doubly connected domains of R™ (n > 2) of the form B1\By, where By and
By are open balls of fixed radii such that By C By, the first non-trivial Steklov eigenvalue achieves its
mazimal value uniquely when the balls are concentric.

In [172], the authors consider a mixed Steklov-Dirichlet eigenvalue problem. They prove that the
first non-trivial eigenvalue is maximal when the balls are concentric in dimensions larger or equal than
3 (cf. Theorem 1 [172]) and remark that the planar case remains open (cf. Remark 2). We show that
the ideas developed in this paper allow us to give an alternative and simpler proof of Theorem 1 [172].
Then we extend this result to the planar case.
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Theorem 22. Among all doubly connected domains of R" (n > 2) of the form Bi\Bs, where By and
By are open balls of fized radii such that By C By, the first non-trivial eigenvalue of the problem
Au=0 in By\Ba,
u=~0 on 0Bs,
g—z =71u on 0By,
achieves its mazimal value uniquely when the balls are concentric.
This paper is organized in 3 parts. First, we give the proof of Theorem Then we use the
ideas developed in section to give a new proof of [172, Theorem 1] and tackle the planar case
which was up to our knowledge still open. Finally, the Appendix is devoted to the computation of

the Steklov eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of the spherical shell and the determination of the first
non-trivial Steklov eigenvalue (Theorem via a monotonicity result (Lemma .

6.2 Proof of Theorem [21]

By invariance with respect to rotations and translations and scaling properties of o1, we can reformulate
the problem as follows:

We assume that the obstacle By is the open ball of radius a € (0,1) centred at the origin 0 and
B; = yq + B, where B is the unit ball centred in 0, y4 := (0,...,0,d) € R™ and d € [0,1 — a). What is
the value of d such that o1 (B;\Bs) is maximal ?

For every d € [0,1 — a), we denote Q4 := (yq + B)\aB (see Figure [6.1)).

It is sufficient to prove that:
Vd € (0,1 —a), 01(Qo) > 01(2q).
The proof is based on the following Proposition:
Proposition 18. There exists a function f, € H(R™\By) satisfying:

1. fn is an eigenfunction associated to o1(Qo) and can be used as a test function in the variational
definition of 01(Q4).

2. de |V f|2dx < fQo |V fn|?dx, with equality if and only if d = 0.
3. fan f2do > faQo f2do, with equality if and only if d = 0.

Using Proposition we conclude as follows:

Ja, |V f|2d Ja, |V fr|?dx

vd € (0,1 —d), o1(g) < <
faﬂd fido faQo fido

= 0'1( 0).

This proves Theorem

6.2.1 Proof of the first assertion of Proposition

The first eigenvalue of the spherical shell )y is computed in Theorem It is also proven that its
multiplicity is equal to n and the corresponding eigenfunctions are:

uﬁL : R™ — R
x=(x1, " ,&Tpn) +— xZ-(l—&-m’;’J)
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1—01 (Qg)

Where 1 S [[17771]] and Hon = W

Take i € [1,n — 1]. Since §24 is symmetrical to the hyperplane {x; = 0}, we have:

/ ul do :/ uida—l—/ u' do,
0Ny 3Qdﬁ{?1:1320} 8Qdﬁ{xi§0}

= 0.

Thus, every eigenfunction u?, (where i € [1,n—1]) can be taken as a test function in the variational
definition of o1 (€24) (note that this is not the case for u}'). This proves the first assertion of Proposition

s

6.2.2 Spherical coordinates and preliminary computations

Since the shapes considered are described by spheres, it is more convenient to work with the spherical
coordinates instead of the Cartesian ones.

We set:
r1 =rsinfysinf...sin6,,_osinf,_1
To = rsinfysinfy...sinb,_ocosb,_1
Tp—1 = rsinfy cos by
T, = 1 Cos b
where (1,61, -+ ,0,_1) € RT x [0,7] X ... x [0, 7] x [0, 27].

Since, every eigenfunction u!, (where i € [1,n — 1]) can be used as a test function in the variational
definition of &1 (Q4), we chose to take f, = u?~! (see Remark .

Using spherical coordinates, we write:

fo + Ryx|0,27] — R
(r,61) —  sinfy (r+ Fon),
and for n > 3:
fo ¢+ Rex[0,7] x - x[0,7] x[0,27] —> R
(r,01,+ ,0n_1) —— sinf; cosfy (r—i— fn’,”_”i)

Remark 14. The choice of the test function f, = u?~1 between all ut, (i € [1,n—1]) is motivated by the
will to have less variables to deal with while computing the gradient (see section . Nevertheless,
one should note that all these functions satisfy the three assertions of Proposition |18

The following Figure [6.2.2] shows the perforated domains Qg and €4, the angle 6; and the radius
R4(61) which plays an important role in the upcoming computations.
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Figure 6.1: The domains 4 and €
Let M € 9(yq + B), by using Al-Kashi’s formula on the triangle 0ysM, we have:
12 = d? + R%(01) — 2dR4(61) cos 6,

By solving the equation of second degree satisfied by R4(6;1) we get two roots d cos #;+£1/1 — d? sin? 6;.
The lower one being negative due to the fact that d € [0, 1), we deduce that:

Ry(0y) = dcosf ++/1—d?sin? 0.

We compute the first derivative of R4, which appears in the area element when integrating on 04
(more precisely on d(yq + B)).

d?sin 0, cos dsin 6
Ry(6y) = —dsinfy — = L0 — _CRRAL . (deosfy + /1 — d?sin6;).
V1 — d?sin 6, V1 —d?sin?6,

With straightforward computations, we get the important equalities:

do cos 01 B R4(01)
V1—d2sin?6;, /1—d2sin?6,

VE0) + R0 = 1+ (6.2

6.2.3 Proof of the second assertion of Proposition

We compute the gradient of f,, in the spherical coordinates and calculate the L2-norm of its gradient
on Qd.

For n = 2, we have:

,,‘2

of : Ho.n
_ | B | [sin€ (1 -5
Vfa(r,01) = [71 ggfl] = [00891 (1 + Ho‘,n)
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then:

/ |Vf2|2d$
Qaq

27 Ra(61) 2 2
/ / [Sin2 01 (1 - MLQQ) + sin® 64 (1 — 'ugf) } rdrdf,
0,=0Jr T T

1
27 Ra(61) 1 oo
= / / [r + 25,2 (cos2 6, — sin? 91) -+ U?; ] drdfq,
91=0 I r r

o (R2(6,) — a2 ) Ly 1o o 1 1
= / (Clg — 2052 (cos 01 — sin 91) In Ry(61) — 5 X (Rfl(@l) — a2> db,

In the same spirit, for n > 3, we have:

of (n—1) T
o sin 0y cosfy (1 — B—2Han
107 L ( o
2y cos 0 cos B (1 + £22)
rsinf; 00y —sin 92 (1 + ua;zn)
V(01 Opr)= | 10| = "
n( ’ v T ) 7 sin 01 sin 65 003 0
1 of 0
Lrsinf;...sinf,,_5 00, _1 L -

For p € N, we introduce I, := foﬂ sin® tdt, which is the double of the classical Wallis integral. These
integrals satisfy the essential recursive property:

p+1
Vp e N Iyyo=——1I,. 6.3
p € ) p+2 p+ 2 p ( )
We compute:
Al = [ (Vpfde
OBy
T bis Rq(61) ~1 2 n—2 ‘
= 2/ / / sin? 6y cos? 0, (1 - (nn)ugn) P x H sin® ' 0,drd#f;...d6,,_1
91:0 0n71:0 r=a r i=1
n—4 e w Ra(61) 2n =1 n—1)2u2
= 2 H I, / cos? By sin™ 3 92d92/ sin™ 91/ I (n Jon + ( nllﬂo’n drdf
k=0 6>=0 01=0 r=a r r

n—4
=2 <H Ik> (In_g — In_1)%
k=0

© o (RiG) - Ra0) D2, (11
/Hl_osm 91< - 2(n l)ug,nln( . - X i) a do,

" n 3(61) —a" Rd(gl) (n - 1)2M3,n 1 1
- - on - - — do s
/91_0 sin” 604 (n 2(n —1)pion In ( . - X o) a 1
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where we used (6.3]) for the last equality.

/ Vf,]2de
OBy

= <H1k> n—3 — n 1)><
™ n _.n 2
/ cos? 0 sin" 2 6, m 4+ 2. In (Rd(el)) _ Bom X ( ! — 1) db,
61=0 n ’ a n R} (61) am
n—3
2
1 (H Ik> X
k=0

T n . .n 2
/ (sin”72 91 — sin® 01) M + 2#(7 . In Rd(el) B Na,n « 1 B i d@l,
61=0 n ’ a n Rj(61)  a”

then:

A3 (d)

A3(d) /8 (Vs

(H Ik> o1 X

T n _.n 2
/ Sinn—Q 91 M + 2'ug . In (Rd(el)) _ IU/O',’n, % ( 1 _ 1) d017
0,=0 n ' a n Ry (61) am

w2 (i)

T n _.on 2
/ sin"2 g, Rj(01) —a™ 9 <Rd(61)> _Hom ( 1 1) i,
0,=0 n ’ a n Ry(61) am

We decompose the integral in three parts:

/ |V f|2de = A" (d)+A%(d V+AZ(d) = (H Ik> ( n— D)W (d) + 246, W3 (d) — 'u%'”W3 r(d ))
Qq n

where:

Wln(d) = foﬂ Sinn_2 01 (Rg(&l) — a”)d91
= foﬂ ¢n(01)1n (%)d&l, with: ¢,,(61) = —nsin™ 60, + (n — 1)sin" =26,

— foﬂ U (071) (% a") dfy, with: ¥, (6;) =n(n — 2)sin™ 0y + (n — 1)sin""26; >0

Note that the equality (6.4]) applies also for the planar case. From now on, we take n > 2.

173



In the following Lemma, we study W} (d) for each k € {1,2,3}.
Lemma 9. For every n > 2 and every d € [0,1 — a]:

1. W(d) = W{(0).

2. Wi(d) = 0.

3. W3 (d) > W(0), with equality if and only of d = 0.

Proof. 1. The idea is to see that the quantities W{*(0) and W7{*(d) can be interpreted (up to a
multiplicative constant) as volumes of the unit balls B and yq + B in R®. Then, since the
measure is invariant by translations, we get the equality.

We have:
wi(d) = / sin" 2 01 (R} (61) — a™)db,
0

n ™ ™ Ra(01) n—-2 _
= ——5— X 2/ / / 1xrnt H sin" "1 0;drd®); ...d6, 1
o 1k 01=0 J0,_1=0Jr=a Pl

n n

n
= ——3— %X Q| = —=5— X (lya + B| = [aB|) = —;=5— x (|B| — |aB])
k-:g Iy Hk:g Iy, k:g I,
™ T 1 n—2
= % X 2/ / / 1xrnt H sin® 170, drdf; ...d6, 1
k=0 Ik 01=0 0p—1=0Jr=a o
= W7 (0).

2. We remark that for every 6; € (0,7) one has ¢, (7 — 01) = ¢, (61), thus:

Wa(d) : én(61) In (Rd(91)>d91 + /: én(61)1n (Rd(el))del

0 a a

H 1= &sin? 5 _ o
_ 60(01)In <d00591+ d? sin 91>d91+/ ¢n(91)ln< dcosby + d2 sin 91>d9
0 0
_ %qbn(t%)ln (( dcosf; ++/1—d?sin’6; ) X§ —decosty + /1 — dZsin 6, )>d91
0 a

1 &2 3 1—d? L S ne2
= In e X | on(01)df; = In e X | (=nsin” 0 + (n — 1) sin™~* 0)db,

— 11n<1d2>x<—nfn+(n—1)ln_2>=0 (bY)

2 a?

3. We have:

™ 1 1
Wi (d :/ (6 I
@ = <1><(dmel+ ) ) '

g 1 1
/9 Un(61) (W - an) d6y =: G(d) > G(0) = W3(0)

Y
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Inequality G(d) > G(0) is a consequence of the monotonicity of the function G and equality
occurs if and only if d = 0. Indeed for every d € (0,1 — a):

cos 01

—mpn(é‘l) n d91
/0 (dcos 01 + 1) i

G'(d)

s

2 cos 0 g cos 0
= —n), (01) p do, + / —nn (01) n b
/0 (dcos 0, + 1) 1 61=% (dcos 0, + 1) o+
E 1 1
= n (0 0 - do
" 0 ¥ (6] cos b ((1—dcos€1)”+1 (1—|—dcos€1)"+1> !

> 0 (because V0, € (0,7/2), tn(61)cosf; >0 and (1 +dcosh)" ™ > (1 —dcost;)" )

O

Using the results of Lemma [J] we get:

n—3 2
/Q Vil = — <H Ik) ((n—l)Wf(d)Jr?ua,an'”(d)— MW?(@)

n

n—3 2
: (H fk-) <<n1>Wf<o>+2ua,nW£<o> “"’"W;?(O)) = [ 19spas,

n
k=0

with equality if and only if d = 0. This proves the second assertion of Proposition

6.2.4 Proof of the third assertion of Proposition

Take n > 2, we have:

s ™ T n—2
/ fPdo = 2/ / / F2(r, 01, ., 0p—1) x RI2(07) Hsin”*H 0; x \/R§(91)+R;2(01) do;...do,,
A(ya+B) 61=0 0,_2=0J0,_1=0 it

n—1 T

2
= 2 H Ik / (Rd(el) + n,ual,n> X Rgiz(el) sin”™ 91 X \/Rz(aﬂ + Rf(&l)del
k=2 0 Ry (61)
n—1 T uz
= (2 H Ik> / (Rg(el) + 2/1«7,17, + Rn?en )> sin™ 01 X \/RZ(Hl) + R&Q(Hl) d01
k=2 0 d\v1
n—1
= (2 II Ik) x (VI'(d) + 24100 (In + V3" (d)) + 415, V' (d))
k=2

where:

Vid) = [ sin® 0 Ry (0:)\ R3(0,) + Ry (01)d0,
V3 (d) = [ sin” 91\/%% (by using (6:2))

‘/?)n (d) - foﬂ— 1'2’,’;71(91?:/”1 ild2 sin? 0y 0 (by USiIlg "
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Let us prove the following Lemma:
Lemma 10. For every n > 1 and every d € [0,1 — a]:
1. Vi (d) = V(o).

2. V(d) = 0.

3. Vir(d) > Vi (0), with equality if and only of d = 0.
Proof. 1. Take B the unit ball of R"*2 centred in 0 and y4 = (0,--- ,0,d) € R**+2.

In the same spirit of the proof of the assertion 1 of LemmalJ] the idea is to see that the quantities
V*(0) and V{*(d) can be interpreted (up to a multiplicative constant) as perimeters of B and
yq + B. Then, since the perimeter is invariant by translations we get the equality.

We have:

vrd) = /0 sin"ele(el)\/Rg(el>+R;ﬁ(91)d91

= / / 1 x Rd 91 \/R2 91 —‘rR/ (91 1—[8111”—’_1 ’9d01 d9n+1
01= 0 0rn41=0

i=1

= 2Hk:0 ) X P(ya+ B) = 2Hk:01k x P(B) = Vi*(0)

2. We compute:

d - ’ 0
‘/2”( ) sin™ 9] #dgl sin™ 01 &
i 2 3 2
d? sin 9] 5 ] d? sin 91

™

H dcosf 3 dcost
= / sin" 0] ———— o5 sin™ tLdt
/1 — d2sin? 91 0 1 —d2sin?t

=0

3. We have:
B /7T sin™ 0,
0 (dcos@l + /1 —d?sin? 91)n71\/1 — d?sin® 6,

> / sin” 6, ___dfy =: H(d) > H(0) = V3'(0).
0 (dcos 01 + 1)

V3'(d)

db,

Inequality H(d) > H(0) follows from the monotonicity of H and is an equality if and only if
d = 0. This can be proven with the same method used for GG in the previous section.

O
Using the results of Lemma [I0] we get:

fldo = (2 H Ik) d) + 240 (In + V3'(d)) + Mg,nvi’)n(d)) + / frdo

Q4 d(aB)
> (2 H Ik> )+ 2p0n (In + V3(0) + p2,,V5"(0)) +/ f2do

d(aB)

= f?do.
a9

which proofs the third assertion of Proposition
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6.3 The Dirichlet-Steklov problem

In this section, we show that the ideas of our proof in section [6.2] also apply to the problem considered
in [172]. Thus, we give an alternative proof of Theorem 1 [172] which deals with n > 3 and tackle the
planar case which was to our knowledge still open (Remark 2 [172]).

Let n > 2 and B; be an open ball in R™ and B3 be an open ball contained in By. We are interested
in the eigenvalue problem
Au=0 in By\Ba,
u=~0 on 0Bs,

o
G =Tu on 0By,

The first eigenvalue of By\ By is given by the following Rayleigh quotient:

. . fB1\Biz |Vu|2dm
sl (B1\Bz) = inf {faBIUQdU

As stated in Theorem the eigenvalue 71 is maximal when the balls are concentric. As for the case
of pure Steklov boundary condition, we can assume without loss of generality that the obstacle Bs is
the open ball of radius a € (0,1) centred at the origin 0 and By = ygq + B, where B is the unit ball
centred in 0. We use the notations introduced in section (.21

u € H'(2)\{0} such that v = 0 on 3B2}

Using separation of variables S. Verma and G. Santhanam proved that the first eigenfunction g, of
the spherical shell g is given by:

Inr —Ina if n=2
9 (761,61 = {(a"1—2 - 7-711*—2) ifn>3

6.3.1 A key Proposition

Here also, Theorem [22]is an immediate consequence of the following Proposition:
Proposition 19. Let n > 2, we have:

1. g, can be used as a test function in the variational definition of T1(Qq).
2. Jo, |VaulPde < [ |Vgn[*da.

3. fa(derB) gado > [,p gido, with equality if and only if d = 0.

Proof. This Proposition has been proved in [172] for the case n > 3.

The first assertion is obvious since g,(a, 1, -+ ,0,-1) = 0.

As for the second, it has been remarked in [172] page 13, the inequality de |V gn|?dr < fﬂo |V gn|?dx
is a straightforward consequence of the monotonicity of r — 88%. Unfortunately, this is not the case
for the inequality on the boundary (assertion 3) for which the author needs more computations (see
[172] section 2.2).

First, we show that Lemmal[I0]allows us to give an alternative and simpler proof of the last inequality
in the case n > 3, then we prove it in the planar case n = 2.
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If n > 3, we have:

n—3 2
g 1 1
2 n—2 s on—2 2 , 2
gdo = (2] 1 / < S > R22(01) sin" 2 01/ R2(61) + R,2(6,)d6,
‘/a(yd+B) s J 0 an—2 Rd 2(91) d \/ d d

n—3
1 n— 2 n— n—
= |2 H I; (WV1 *(d) - W(IH—Q + V3 (d)) + V3 2(d)>

n—3
1 2
> |2]14 (WVW‘?«J)—W(In_2+v2"—2(0>)+V;,"—2(0>) = /8 _ Gndo

Now take n = 2. We use the following parameterization of the shifted sphere:
Yya + 0B = {M(t) = (sint,d + cost) |t €[0,2m)}.
Note that: |M(t)| = 1+ d? + 2d cost. We have:

2
/ gsdo = / (In (1 + d* 4 2d cost) —1na)2dt
9(ya+B) 0

2m 2m

= / In® (1 + d? + 2d cost)dt — 21na/ In (1 + d® + 2dcost)dt + 2rIn’a

0 0
> 2rln?a = / g%da,
oB
because:

27 27
/ In? (1—|—al2 +2dcost)dt >0 and / In (1+d2+2dcost)dt =0.
0 0

Indeed, on the one hand the inequality is obvious and is an equality if and only if d = 0, on the other
hand the second assertion is a special case of a classical Lemma in complex analysis used in the proof
of the so called Jensen formula (see for example 4.3.1. [176]).

This ends the proof of the third assertion and the demonstration of Proposition

6.3.2 Proof of Theorem 22|

Finally, we conclude as before:
2 2
() < Jo, Wg”lgdx < Jo, Wg;“ o
fa(yd+3) g2do Jop 92do
with equality if and only if d = 0. This ends the proof of Theorem

= TI(QO)7

6.4 Appendix

In this appendix we compute the Steklov eigenvalues of the spherical shell Qy = B\aB C R", where
a € (0,1). We then prove a monotonicity result on these eigenvalues, which allows us to give the exact
value of 1(€p) and its corresponding eigenfunctions.

Theorem 23. Let n > 2. The first non-trivial Steklov eigenvalue of the spherical shell Qy = B\aB C R™

(n+1)a”+1+a”+a+n—1—\/((n—I—l)a"“—|—a"+a—|—n—1)2—4(n—1)a(1—a")2

2a (1 —a®)

0'1(90) =
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It is of multiplicity n and the corresponding eigenfunctions are:

ul R™ — R
r=(T1, 0, Tn) xz(1+T;|:>v

1—0'1 (QD)
n+o1 (Qo)fl :
Remark 15. Theorem has already been proved for the planar case by B. Dittmar [79] (see also
[101]). For higher dimensions, A. Fraser and R. Schoen [85] gave asymptotic formula for the lowest
eigenvalues of spherical shells when the hole is vanishing. In this case, it is easy to identify the first
eigenvalues (in particular the first one). Unfortunately, this is no longer the case when the hole is not

vanishing as explained in sections and (642

where i € [1,n] and pyn =

6.4.1 Computation of the eigenvalues via classical separation of variables technique

Finding the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of the Laplacian on special domains (balls, rectangles,
annulus...) is a classical problem (see for example |99] Section 3). The standard method is to look
for eigenfunctions via separation of variables and then prove that they form a complete basis of a
convenient function space, this combined with orthogonality properties of the eigenfunctions shows
that we didn’t miss any.

Take k € N, let us search harmonic functions hy, of the form
hi : Ry x[0,7] x---x[0,7] x[0,27] —> R
(T7917"' ae’n—l) — ak(r)ﬂk(917"' 79n—1)
where i, € Hj' is a spherical harmonic of order k¥ and HJ' is the set of restrictions of homogeneous
harmonic polynomial of degree k with n variables on the unit sphere OB (for an introduction to

harmonic polynomials we refer to [17] Chapter 5). It is well-known that the set H}' corresponds to the
eigenspace of the Laplace-Beltrami operator —Agp associated to the eigenvalue k(k +n — 1).

‘We have:

E(k+n—1)
)

(92 Tl*la —2 n—1
= (g + 25 g o Hom = () + ) -

ak<r>) B0, 0n ).

The condition Ahy = 0 implies that o) must satisfy the differential equation:

7 n—1 !

o) + " Laf - D

5 ag(r) =0.

r

By standard methods of solving ODEs, the solutions of the last equation are given by:

DPon + :lv?inz if n > 3,

Po2+ qo2lnr ifn=2
ao(r) =

and for & > 1:
qk,n
rkr+n72’

ap(r) = pkmrk +

where py ,, and g, are constants.
It remains to look for all possible values d; such that: %Ln’“ = Jphr on 0. This equality is
equivalent to

(1) = drag(1),
;C 5kak(a).
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As explained in the proof of Proposition 3 of [83], those equalities imply that the possible eigenvalues
0 are solutions of equations of second order.

When k£ = 0, we find two eigenvalues: 0 that corresponds to constant eigenfunctions and dg that
corresponds to a (non-constant) radial one.

1+a :
5 ahfl/a ifn=2
0 = _ an—1 .
% ifn Z 3.

The corresponding (radial) eigenfunction is given by:

1+dglnr ifn=2

o(r b1, -+ 0n1) {(2_n_50) m if n > 3.

On the other hand, as mentioned in [83], when k£ > 1, one finds two eigenvalues 51(:) < 6,&2)

corresponding to the solutions of the following equation:
Ak(Sz + Brpd + C, =0, (6.5)

where: ok )
_ +n—
A =a—a""

Bp = —((k+n—2)a®* ™ + ka® "2 4 ka + k+n — 2),
Cr = (k+mn—2)k(l —a?k+7=2),
We compute the determinant Ay, and use the fact that a € (0, 1) to check that Ax >0 :

A/C = B]%—4A]€XC/€

2
{(k +n—=2)a® T 4 kT fka k0 - 2] — (k+n—2)ka(1 — a®**"72)2

v

(k+n—2)*—(k+n—2)ka(l— a2k+"_2)2 (because a > 0)
(k+n—-2)[(k+n—-2)—k|] (because 0 < a(l— a2k+n_2)2 <1
(k+n-2)(n—-2)>0.

v

Then, the equation (6.5) admits two different positive solutions

PON —Br — VA < —-B, + VA
L 24, 2A;

- 5(2

By straightforward computations, the corresponding eigenfunctions are given by:

[ 1
_ X — | Y5, i (61, ,0n-1), (6.6)
nol) £ k-2 TRz O

hg)(’r’ 91, t 7971—1) = (Tk +

where Y}, ; € HJ denotes the j-th (j € [1,dim H}}]) spherical harmonic of order k and i € {1, 2}.
Thus, the multiplicity of (51(;) is equal to

. n _ [(n+k—1 n+k—3
dim H;; = < n—1 >—< n—1 >
At last, by using expansions results for harmonic functions on annuli (see 9.17 [17] for n = 2 and
10.1 [17] for n > 3), we deduce that the eigenfunctions we found form a complete basis of the space of

harmonic functions on the annulus €. 4
It remains to determine the lowest eigenvalue between &y and the 5,(;) for k € N* and i € {1, 2}.
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6.4.2 A monotonicity result

We state and prove the following key lemma, which combined with results of section gives an
immediate proof of Theorem [23]

Lemma 11. We have:

1. The sequence (5,(:) is strictly increasing.

)k21
2. 01(Q0) < do.
Proof. The case n = 2 had been considered in |72, [101]. Let n > 3.
1. We have:
51(:) _ 2C} _ 2(k +n — 2)k(1 — a?++n=2) .
—By++/B} —4A; x Cy,  —By+ /B2 — 4(k +n — 2)ka(1 — a2+n-2)2

The idea of proof is to write 621) = P./Qr, where (Pg); (resp. (Qg)x) is a positive increasing
(resp. decreasing) sequence. Indeed, we can write:

2 /(k + 1 — 2)k(1 — a2k+n-2)

s =

2
__ By ___Bx _ _ q2k+n—2)2
et \/< F+n—2)k> da(l—a )

The sequences (2 (k+n—2)k(1- a2k+"_2))k and (a(1 —a?"2)) " are strictly increasing.

It remains to prove that the (positive) sequence (— L) is strictly decreasing.
p (p ) seq Totean ) ko y g

We have:
By, (k+n—2)a? =1 4 ko272 L ko + k+n — 2

(k+n—2)k ViVE+n—2
(k+n—2)(a®*T"" +1) + ka(a® "3 4+ 1)
VEVE+n—2

k=2 k 2k+n—3
=\ (a +1)+a\/7k+n72(a +1).

Let us introduce the function:

han = [1,400] — R

t — t+7272 x (a2t+n71 4 1) +a /t+:L_2 x (a2t+n73 + 1)

and prove

we prove that hg, is strictly decreasing. To do so, we compute the derivative hflﬁn

that it is negative on [1, +0o0[.
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We have for every ¢t > 1:

Rl () = —152 (@™ 4 1) + r=2) gz (a2 +1)
2 TlJr:*Q 2 n+t 2

t t—
+ 2In(a)y ] ————a™=2 4 21In(a) ,n+ gntet-1
n+t—2

Sng @) <n:;22>2a a4

-2 /
2 n+§ n+t 2
2(n—2) / a™t2=3 41 1 n—2)
tn+t—2)(a? 1+ 1) Vn+t—2 X a1 t

2(n — 2) e A
N b 1).
tn+t—2)(a" 21 41) n+t—2 an+2t i1t ) (because a € (0, 1))

(because In(a) < 0).

We have:

a"t?t=3 41 t4n-—2 t+n—2 n—2

+2t—1 +2t—3

pr T " <0 & fxa” —a” + —>0

Now, let £ > 1 and n > 3. Consider the function:
Otn - (0, 1) — R
a — n+€—2 % an+2t—1 _ an+2t—3 + nT_Q
We compute the derivative of g, for every a € (0, 1):
, n+t—2 nt2t—4 (2 t n—|—2t—3)
= — X 2t —1) x X — X .
91.(@) t (n+ ) a Tt —2 nr—1

We deduce that g, is decreasing on (0,a;,) and increasing on (agn, 1), which implies that it
attains its minimum in a; ,, where:

\/ t ><n+2t—3
a = .
tm n+t—2 mnt2—1

We have:

gt,"(a) > Gt (at,n)

B n+t—2x( t )”*i‘fl(n+2t—3>%_( t )”+§t73<n+2t—3>%+n—2
t n+t—2 n+2t—1 n+t—2 n+2t—1 t
B _( t )"*22"73(n+2t—3>"'+22t73x 2 +n—2
n+t—2 n+2t—1 n+2t—1 t
27%+L72 > 0 (because:n7221andt+n771>t).
t+ 5= t 2

We deduce that for all ¢ > 1: hj () < 0, which implies that h,, is strictly decreasing on

Bg

[1,+o00o[. In particular, the sequence (— Toon

)k> is strictly decreasing and so is
>1

2
B + Bk ) da(1 — a2k+n—2)2
(k+n-—2)k (k+n—2)k

k>1
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2. Take v : x € R® — 1 an eigenfunction corresponding to the first nontrivial Steklov eigenvalue
of the unit ball B centred in 0. This function can be used as a test function in the variational
definition of o1 (B\aB).

We write:

o5 |1 VulPdz
o1(B\aB) = inf{fB\B

fa(B\aB) u?do
fB\aB |V [Pdx - [ 1V Pda
faBua(aB) V2do T [yp7%do

< ( )LW
" a(l —an=2)

’ u € H'(2)\{0} such that /6 udo = O}
Q

= 01(B) = 1 (see [97] Example 1.3.2 for the last equality )

= do.

6.4.3 Proof of Theorem 23]
We have 5%1) < 552) and by Lemma

{ vE>2, oM< 6 <5
01(90) < do.

This implies that 69) is the lowest non-trivial Steklov eigenvalue of 2y, which writes o1(9g) = (5%1).
It is of multiplicity n and the corresponding eigenfunctions are given by as follows:

ui R" — R
= (T1, " ,Tn) <|53\+|5‘C’T31)|%‘ = !Ei(lJFT;\’Z)

1—01(Qo)

where i € [1,n] and pyn = o) T
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Résumé

La présente theése est une contribution au domaine des calculs de variations et plus précisément la
discipline d’optimisation de forme. Nous nous intéressons dans la majeure partie de ce travail a 1’étude
d’inégalités optimales reliant différentes quantités géométriques et spectrales sur plusieurs classes
d’ensembles, ceci passe par I'étude de diagrammes dits de Blaschke-Santalé qui permettent de vi-
sualiser les inégalités possibles reliant 3 fonctionnelles de forme données. Nous développons différentes
techniques qui permettent de démontrer des résultats qualitatifs sur ces diagrammes et proposons une
approche numérique pour en fournir une approximation optimale. Nous nous intéressons aussi a 1’étude
de I'inégalité de Cheeger, qui est une inégalité classique reliant la premieére valeur propre du Laplacien
avec condition Dirichlet au bord et la constante de Cheeger, pour les domaines convexes. Enfin, nous
nous penchons sur le probleme de trouver I’emplacement optimal d’un obstacle sphérique contenu dans
une boule qui permet de maximiser la premiere valeur propre du Laplacien avec conditions aux bord
de type Steklov.

Mots-clés: Optimisation de forme, Analyse convexe, Diagrammes de Blaschke-Santalé, Analyse
numérique, Placement optimal d’un obstacle, Théorie spectrale.

Abstract

The present thesis is a contribution to the field of calculus of variations and more precisely the discipline
of shape optimization. We are interested in the major part of this work in the study of sharp inequalities
relating different geometric and spectral quantities for various classes of sets, this is tightly related to the
study of the so called Blaschke-Santalé diagrams that allow to visualise the possible inqualities relating
3 given shape functionals. We develop different techniques that allow to prove qualitative results on
these diagrams and propose a numerical approach in order to provide optimal approximations of them.
We are also interested by the study of the Cheeger inequality, that relates the Cheeger constant and
the first eigenvalue of the Laplace operator with Dirichlet boundary condition, for convex domains.
At last, we focus on the problem of finding the optimal placement of a spherical obstacle so as to
maximize the first Laplace eigenvalue with Steklov boundary conditions.

Keywords: Shape optimization, Convex analysis, Blaschke-Santalé diagrams, Numerical analysis,
Optimal placement of an obstacle, Spectral theory.
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